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On behalf of the Latrobe and Kentish Councils, I thank you for the opportunity to
make a submission in respect of the Draft Waste Action Plan.

I advise that the Latrobe and Kentish Councils both support the submission by
the Local Government Association of Tasmania, made on behalf of Tasmanian
Councils, dated 18th September 2019. The Latrobe and Kentish Councils agree
that the LGAT submission is comprehensive and covers the issues of concern
that have been raised by the two Councils and note that further details on the
Plan will be required prior to the Councils making a formal commitment.

Kind regards, 

Gerald Monson
GENERAL MANAGER
PH: 6426 4451 | M: 

Latrobe Council
170 Gilbert Street
PO Box 63 Latrobe 7307
(03) 6426 4444
www.latrobe.tas.gov.au

www.facebook.com/latrobecounciltas

Kentish Council
69 High Street
PO Box 63 Sheffield 7306
(03) 6491 0200
www.kentish.tas.gov.au

www.facebook.com/kentishcouncil

Disclaimer: This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use
of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and contains information that is privileged and
confidential. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute, copy or alter
this email. Any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and might not
represent those of the Council. Warning: Although the Council has taken reasonable precautions to
ensure no viruses are present in this email, it cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage
arising from the use of this email or attachments.
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The Hon. Peter Gutwein MP 
Minister for Environment 
Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 
HOBART TAS 7001 

7 October 2019 

Dear Minister Gutwein 

Re: Draft Waste Action Plan 

Veolia has been operating in Tasmania for over thirty five years providing waste             
management, resource recovery, recycling and environmental services throughout the         
State. We are encouraged by the Hodgman Liberal Government’s commitment to           
improve waste management and resource recovery in Tasmania and fully support the            
Draft Waste Action Plan and its implementation. 

Veolia employs over 290 Tasmanians throughout the State and we operate out of three              
main depots with two satellite depots and we have an innate understanding of the              
Tasmanian landscape and the Community. We understand that the waste and resource            
recovery industry have a significant role in the economic prosperity of the State, as well               
as a pivotal role in maintaining the State’s unique and coveted Clean and Green Image. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan and its key pillars of a Statewide Waste Levy and Container                
Refund Scheme are critical in building a circular economy in Tasmania and providing an              
environment for the resource recovery industry to grow and further invest within the             
State. Whilst we welcome the introduction of the Levy, it is critical that the funds               
generated are used to improve waste management and resource recovery in the State.             
With regards to the Container Refund Scheme, it is essential that products are             
aggregated so that re-processing and reuse is economically viable. This would most            
likely mean the product is transported to the north of the State. Aside from those key                
initiatives, the Government will need to work with industry to focus on reducing             
packaging, especially non-recyclable packaging and promote the beneficial re-use of          
products that would otherwise end-up in landfill.  

Veolia Environmental Services (Australia) Pty Ltd  ABN: 20 051 316 584 

A: Cambridge Office - 95 Kennedy Drive - TAS 7170 

T: +61 (3)  6332 6500 | F: +61 (3) 6332 6599 | W: www.veolia.com.au 
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Veolia has been at the forefront of working with Councils on the introduction of Food               
and Organics Kerbside Collection to reduce the amount of organic waste that is being              
sent to landfill. The recent EOI for a Regional Organic Waste Treatment Facility in              
southern Tasmania was an excellent initiative and it is vital that infrastructure such as              
this receives support from all levels of Government.  

Besides a Statewide Waste Levy and Container Refund Scheme, Veolia would like to see              
the Government develop a Waste Reduction and Procurement Policy to help build a             
strong internal market for recycled materials that will increase diversion from landfill            
and minimise recycled product being exported interstate and overseas. Whilst we           
acknowledge that the Draft Waste Action Plan does have targets, we consider a             
Procurement Policy would be one of the best mechanisms to improve waste            
management in Tasmania.  

In Focus Areas and Actions under 1. Moving to a Circular Economy several Government              
priorities and industry sectors are noted. However, based on our experience there are             
current gaps in the waste management system: 

● the treatment of hazardous and controlled waste
● the treatment of medical and quarantine waste
● site rehabilitation
● management of issues such as PFAS/PFOS contamination.

Each of the above, will require substantial investment in treatment facilities and            
technology and need to be prioritised to ensure that we minimise potential            
environmental harm. Funds generated from the introduction of the waste levy should be             
directed to assist industry in developing appropriate treatment facilities.  

The governance of waste management and resource recovery (Focus Areas and Actions            
2) needs to be properly addressed. The Action Plan refers to LGATs Feasibility Study into             
a Statewide Waste Management Arrangement, however the model proposed - the          
Premiers Local Government Council makes no reference to the Waste and Resource           
Recovery Industry. Any governance body especially developed for the administration of          
the waste levy will need Industry representation to make equitable decisions for all            
sectors. The regional waste groups have had varying levels of success, however           
governance for waste and resource recovery cannot be purely a Council issue but needs             
equal State, Industry and Community involvement as well..

Veolia Environmental Services (Australia) Pty Ltd  ABN: 20 051 316 584 
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Infrastructure Planning (Focus Areas and Actions 2) should be based on the following             
factors including the waste hierarchy, statewide needs as opposed to local or regional             
requirements and the availability to transport networks. This is critical for investing in             
best practice resource recovery infrastructure and overcoming management issues such          
as having sufficient feedstock of recyclable material and access to commercial markets.            
There is a significant requirement for infrastructure spending on waste which could            
include the building of a transfer station in the south for recyclables. The Transfer              
Station could remove contamination and glass and transport the remaining recyclables           
north for aggregation.  

Under Education and Community Engagement (Focus Areas and Actions 6) it refers to             
supporting local government and regional waste groups. The Waste and the Recovery            
Industry are the end receivers of recycling and waste products and might be better              
placed in providing awareness and education on what is recyclable/recoverable etc..           
Veolia recommend that industry is also provided support for education and Community            
Engagement programs. 

In addition to the Focus Areas and Actions, Veolia have identified better regulation of the               
Waste and Recovery Industry as an important inclusion to the Waste Action Plan. We              
believe that a successful waste and resource recovery management system in Tasmania            
requires a level playing field for all industry participants, that everyone is bound by the               
same legislation and compliance and best practice. We recommend along with resources            
to manage littering there should also be a commitment for uniform industry regulation             
and enforcement. 

Besides a Waste Levy and Container Refund Scheme Veolia suggests other funding            
mechanisms to support Waste Management and Resource Recovery in Tasmania. A           
collaboration between government and industry could be developed to facilitate          
improvements to waste policy, regulation and innovation and technological         
development within the State. This funding model could require all waste management            
and environmental service providers to pay $10k per annum as a condition of their              
license and this funding would be matched by the State Government. The benefit would              
be improved regulation and capacity to build the waste management and resource            
recovery in Tasmania, greater transparency between government and industry resulting          
in harmonisation and efficiencies between the two sectors and improved education           
outcomes. Additionally, it can contribute new perspectives on issues and solutions and            
thus offer new ways to implement strategies for change. 
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Once again Veolia is buoyed by the Governments focus on improving the waste and              
resource recovery in Tasmania through the Draft Waste Action Plan. We would welcome             
any further consultation and dialogue with the Government on the finalisation of the             
Plan and its implementation. 
 
Should you require clarification or any further information relating to our Submission,            
please do not hesitate to contact Martin Robinson on            

@veolia.com 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Martin Robinson 
General Manager Business Development/Marketing 
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Startup Tasmania’s response to 
the draft Waste Action Plan 

Every problem is an opportunity and the waste crisis requires rapid and radical disruption. 
Startups disrupt industries and influence consumer behaviour by responding quickly to 
emerging opportunities. Mature businesses are like large ships, they take time to change 
direction and consume a lot of resources to get up to speed.  

A key opportunity exists for Startups to interact directly with mature businesses and come up 
with innovative solutions for problems with no known solution. Clearly defining problems and 
making them visible will provide food for our collective Startup ‘think tank’ and allow us to 
develop direct relationships with real customers. Successful Startups can then scale and 
grow to fill niches in the resource recovery industry, completing the picture and closing the 
gaps in the circular economy. 

For Startup Tasmania, the role of government is to provide a framework for collaboration 
between industry and the Startup community. It is difficult for Startup founders to gain 
access to industry, to learn about the real and imminent problems associated with reducing 
waste and shifting to a circular economy. Both government and industry have a responsibility 
to invest in Startups, nurture new ideas and provide opportunities for experimentation of 
ideas. The wider community has a role to play in making responsible purchases, supporting 
new Tasmanian businesses, and applying pressure to retailers to push back on the supply 
chain. 

For example, single use plastics and food packaging are a visible contributor to the general 
waste stream. A Tasmanian Startup, Sustomi, has established unique manufacturing 
processes, including the design and manufacture of specialised equipment to produce an 
alternative to plastic lunch wrap. The reusable wraps are made from sustainably sourced 
cotton fabric coated in beeswax. Providing funding support for Startups like Sustomi to scale 
up and increase capacity to pursue large-scale distributors, eg. Coles, Woolworths, will make 
substitutes for single use plastics more available. 

The Startup community needs greater visibility of the problems experienced in the priority 
areas identified by the draft Waste Action Plan. We are problem solvers and creative 
thinkers but we need a better understanding of the problem so we can develop real 
solutions. We need to know the who, what, where and how. We need to know the value to 
the problem-holder so we can develop solutions that meet the right price point and will 
attract investors for scale up. 

Existing networks in the Startup community can be utilised to disseminate information about 
the current challenges in waste and resource recovery. The Enterprise Centres Tasmania 
network is active in all three regions and existing co-work spaces and accelerator programs 
could be utilised to promote opportunities for problem-solving and collaboration. 
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About Startup Tasmania, Inc. 

Startup Tasmania is the peak body for Startups in Tasmania. We advocate, provide 
connections and events, and manage knowledge to drive a dynamic, engaged and 
sustainable startup community for Tasmania. 

Contact: Fiona Turner, President of Startup Tasmania president@startuptasmania.com 

BALT Response to the Tasmanian draft Waste Action Plan  © 2019 Business Action Learning Tasmania Ltd  |  Page 1 of 2
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14 October 2019 

Policy and Business Branch 
DPIPWE 

Via email: WAP.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

To whom it may concern 

Tasmanian Draft Waste Action Plan - Consultation 

On behalf of Tas Gas Networks Pty Ltd and Tas Gas Retail Pty Ltd, please find attached our 
updated submission to the abovementioned consultation process. We appreciate the time 
extension we received to respond to this process.   

In addition to our submission previously submitted on 7 October, please find attached that 
same submission with the inclusion of letters of support from: Bioenergy Australia, Energy 
Networks Australia, Tasmanian Mineral, Manufacturing and Energy Council and Simplot 
Australia.  These letters of support from key stakeholders represent only a small proportion 
of the broader interest among our stakeholders for the development of a biogas industry for 
Tasmania. 

We look forward to the opportunity for further contribution to the development of 
Tasmania’s Waste Action Plan and associated strategies and engaging our broader 
stakeholder group as part of this process. 

If you have any questions regarding our submission, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely 

Kate Daley 
General Manager Retail & Energy Procurement 
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DRAFT WASTE ACTION PLAN SUBMISSION 

TAS GAS’ SUBMISSION TO THE DRAFT WASTE 

ACTION PLAN 
Introduction to Tas Gas 

Tas Gas comprises Tas Gas Networks Pty Ltd and Tas Gas Retail Pty Ltd.  
Tas Gas Networks has over 800 kms of natural gas infrastructure which supplies gas to 60 industrial sites 
and is available to over 1,000 businesses and 60,000 Tasmanian homes. Tas Gas Retail is Tasmania’s 
largest natural gas retailer.  
The Tasmanian Government has identified key waste management priorities to develop the draft Waste 
Action Plan [1] (WAP), which sets out a broad framework for waste management and resource recovery. 
Although the WAP covers multiple aspects of waste management, Tas Gas will focus on the opportunities 
associated with reducing emissions from organic waste through the creation of a Tasmanian biomethane 
industry.  

Natural gas challenges 

Natural gas is important to large industrial and smaller businesses as a heat source which cannot be 
effectively or efficiently replaced by electricity. For domestic use, natural gas is sought after for heating, 
hot water and cooking due to its radiant qualities, its continuous availability (particularly hot water) and 
responsive control over temperature.  
While natural gas is a necessary fuel source for Tasmanian industry it faces two major challenges: rising 
prices and fossil fuels are increasingly falling out of favour. There is a growing demand for industrial 
customers to move away from fossil fuels in response to customer, stakeholder and community social 
responsibility. For Tasmania to sustain a vibrant industrial sector, it is important to find an alternative 
affordable green substitute.  

Biomethane value chain 

The anaerobic digestion of organic material in landfill waste naturally occurs due to a lack of oxygen and 
generates landfill gas. Landfill gas has a similar composition to biogas, which is mostly methane and some 
carbon dioxide and small amounts of other trace gases. Methane is a greenhouse gas that is 20 to 30 
times more potent to the atmosphere than carbon dioxide, however, it is also a valuable resource.  
Organic waste can be used as a feedstock in anaerobic digesters that capture the biogas that is released 
as the waste breaks down. From this process, biogas can be used as a source of energy. The anerobic 
digestion process also creates by-product called digestate, which can be used as a fertiliser. 
Biomethane is biogas that has been upgraded so that it is mostly methane. Due to its similar chemical 
composition, biomethane can be used as a substitute for natural gas reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with gas consumption. Also, when biomethane is combusted, it reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions by a factor of 20 (rather than emitting into the atmosphere). 

Opportunities for the Tasmanian Government 

Tasmania can be a leader in the development of a biomethane industry. The production of biomethane 
from waste will divert waste from landfill, generate by-product in the form of digestate which can be 
used as a fertiliser, and supply green, sustainable gas to Tasmanian industry. Further, industry is largely 
connected by existing gas infrastructure which could be utilised as a delivery system. 
Additional benefits for Tasmania by supporting the growth of a biomethane sector include: 

− Sustainable renewable energy production

− Maximising the value and the use of organic materials

− Regional investment and job creation

− If landfill levies rise, a biomethane industry may provide a reduction in waste disposal costs for
Councils and industry
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− More sustainable agriculture and aquaculture industries

− Further contribution to Tasmania’s clean, green brand.
The development of a biomethane industry will directly contribute to progress on Priority 4 of Tasmania’s 
Climate Action Plan 2017-21 [2] ‘growing a climate ready economy’, while also supporting Tasmania’s 
energy independence.  
Using biomethane can contribute to Tasmania’s (and Australia’s) greenhouse gas emissions reduction 
target. From 2016 to 2017, Tasmania’s emissions from agriculture grew by 10%, industrial processes and 
product use grew by 10%, waste grew by 5% and energy from direct combustion grew by 9%. Combined, 
these factors contribute to over 32% of Tasmania’s emissions [3]. A Tasmanian biomethane industry will 
contribute to emissions reductions while supporting Tasmanian industry and growing agricultural sector. 
Developing a framework for biomethane production as an alternative waste treatment also aligns with 
Energy Network Australia’s 2050 Gas Vision [4]. Gas is an essential part of Australia’s movement towards 
a cleaner energy future and the 2050 Gas Vision highlights the role of biomethane in decarbonising our 
gas consumption.  

1 MOVING TO A CIRCULAR ECONOMY: 
GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES AND KEY SECTORS

1.1 What are the key opportunities for reducing waste, 
developing our resource recovery industry and shifting to a 
Circular Economy? 

Biomethane production as an alternative waste treatment for organic waste represents an opportunity 
to develop Tasmania’s resource recovery industry as it progresses towards a Circular Economy. Policy 
support that incentivises biomethane will facilitate this direction.   
Biogas can be converted to biomethane via upgrading technologies, which can be used as a sustainable 
substitute for natural gas. Biogas and digestate are produced from the anerobic digestion of organic 
matter. While biogas can be used for energy production, digestate can be used as a substitute for 
chemical fertilisers used by agriculture.  
In 2017, across Australia, half of the landfill gas being collected was flared [5]. Reusing organic waste to 
produce biomethane will create value for a product that would otherwise be sitting in landfill and 
contributing to landfill emissions. There is a short-term opportunity to use landfill gas that is already being 
collected for flaring to produce biomethane.  
Biomethane has a chemical composition similar to natural gas and can be fed directly into the natural gas 
grid, presenting an opportunity to decarbonise Tasmania’s gas consumption while exploiting the existing 
gas infrastructure. This will also enable Tasmania’s industry to decarbonise where electrification is not 
economically or technically feasible.  
Various organic feedstocks can be used to produce the biogas needed for biomethane including waste 
from food industries, agricultural production, sludge from wastewater treatment plants (WWTP), and 
biowaste or organic waste from households, commercial and industrial activities.  
Tasmania’s clean, green brand is a valuable commodity for Tasmanian business. We see any progression 
towards industry initiatives that contribute to this brand through sustainability and carbon reduction to 
be a positive for the State. Creating sustainable green energy alternatives for industry may increase the 
international value of products being produced in Tasmania and attract new industries to Tasmania. 
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2 GOVERNANCE 

2.1 What are the primary waste management and resource 
recovery roles and responsibilities of governments, industry 
and the wider community? 

Maximising the opportunities presented by producing biomethane as an alternative waste management 
option requires support from Local, State and Australian governments together with industry and the 
agricultural sector.  
Tasmania is in the fortunate position where it can learn from the experience of other developed bio 
industries (e.g. Germany, United Kingdom, Italy and France). One of the consistent means of driving the 
development of the biogas industries in these countries was the use of government incentives. There is 
an opportunity for Tasmania to be a leader in the development of a biomethane industry in Australia via 
attracting Commonwealth funding to act as a pilot state for the rollout of a wider program.  
For policies that support biomethane to be successful they should focus on both the value of renewable 
energy and the value of by-products from biomethane production that can contribute to a bioeconomy. 
Policies should focus on improving and optimising the competitiveness of biomass-based products over 
fossil-based productions rather than inciting competition between different biomass applications. 
A review of existing legislation for waste management and land use may be required to ensure there are 
no legislative barriers to establishing a biomethane sector in Tasmania. The Tasmanian Biosolids Reuse 
Guideline 1999 has not been updated in 20 years. Under this guideline, biosolids may be used on land 
provided the application rate does not exceed the nutrient or organic matter requirements of that land 
use [6]. Also, under the Tasmanian Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994, Schedule 
2 – Level 2 Activities, anerobic digesters with a production capacity of 100 or more tonnes per year of 
solid or liquid fertiliser product are classified as a resource recovery method [7]. 
There is a responsibility on the Local Councils in Tasmania to encourage waste separation and collection 
of food waste in municipalities to maximise the value of this product that would otherwise go to landfill. 
In Scotland, 80% of households have food waste bins that are collected by local council. Businesses that 
consistently produce more than 5 kilograms of food waste per week are obligated to separate this waste 
to be taken to centrally located anaerobic digestors to produce energy and fertiliser [8]. The Tasmanian 
Government could consider working with local councils to implement similar regulations. 
Local Councils also have a responsibility to identify potential locations for anaerobic digestors and 
biomethane plants as part of their land use planning function.  
Industry has a role to play in being feedstock suppliers, biomethane end users and investors in capital to 
underpin a biomethane sector. “Designing food and organic waste diversion projects that are sufficiently 
large and easily replicated, with secured feedstocks and off-take contracts, is key to attracting capital for 
anaerobic digestion projects [9]” 
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3 DATA, INNOVATION NETWORKS AND 

RESOURCE RECOVERY TARGETS

3.1 What are your key data and information needs on waste and 
resource recovery? 

The first step to establishing a biomethane sector in Tasmania is collating baseline data.  
Without understanding the scale of feedstock potential from industry, agriculture (including aquaculture) 
and municipal waste, it is difficult to quantify the size of the biomethane sector in Tasmania. Various 
organic feedstock can be used as inputs to the anaerobic digestion process and feedstock selection will 
influence the quantity and quality of biogas and digestate.  
Some feedstocks are difficult to identify because they are already being utilised, such as manure used by 
farmers. This type of agricultural waste can be better utilised to produce biogas needed for biomethane 
and may create additional revenue for farmers.  
Information about the location of feedstocks and potential end users of biomethane will support local 
businesses to maximise the value of their products that would otherwise be destined for landfill. It will 
also enable investors to understand the best locations for anaerobic digesters and transport 
requirements. 
The Australian Biomass for Bioenergy Assessment (ABBA) Project is an ongoing ARENA-funded project 
that will create a national database on biomass resources across Australia [10]. The ABBA project is 
designed to enable better links between feedstock supplies and end users to support growth in 
bioenergy. The Tasmanian Department of State Growth is partnering on this project.  
It is recommended that the Tasmanian Government expand on this work to undertake a mapping 
exercise on the location and size of potential feedstocks and biomethane end users overlayed with 
Tasmania’s gas distribution network, Tas Water infrastructure and the rail network (as a potential mode 
of transport for waste), and large gas consumers not connected to the mainstream gas infrastructure. 
Also, mapping the fertiliser requirements across Tasmania will help to encourage a market for digestate 
as a substitute for chemical fertilisers used in agriculture. 
Establishing baseline data is a first step to implementing any policies or incentives to support biomethane, 
such as a renewable gas target.  

3.2 How can we best use existing research and innovation 
networks, or establish new networks, to help address our 
waste and resource recovery challenges?  

Biomethane as an alternative waste treatment is not new technology, however innovation in this space 
can improve efficiency throughout the value chain. For example, innovation in waste separation at a 
municipal level can improve resource recovery for biomethane production.  
ARENA also offers funding opportunities for renewable energy projects, including bioenergy. The 
Tasmanian Government may choose to collaborate with ARENA on funding biomethane projects that 
contribute to the Circular Economy.  
The co-digestion of multiple feedstocks can increase biogas production capacity and methane yield 
potential. Research into the optimum recipe of feedstocks available in Tasmania will improve the quality 
of biogas produced. Also, research into the optimisation of the use of biogas plants will improve 
efficiency.  
As the biomethane market develops, it may give Tasmania an advantage if government, industry and 
tertiary bodies such as the University of Tasmania were to collaborate and establish a biomethane centre 
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to further research development and policy recommendations with regards to the effective and 
sustainable development of Tasmania’s biomethane industry and industries for digestate by-products. 

3.3 What are your views and suggestions on the targets 
presented above? 

The Tasmanian Government has proposed to adopt following targets as part of its WAP. 

− Reduce waste generated in Tasmania by 5% per person by 2025 and 10% by 2030

− Ensure 100% of packaging is reusable, recyclable or compostable by 2025

− Achieve a 50% average recovery rate from all waste streams by 2025 and 80% by 2030

− Have the lowest incidence of littering in the country by 2023

− Reduce the volume of organic waste sent to landfill by 25% by 2025 and 50% by 2030; and

− Work at the national level and with local government and businesses in Tasmania to help phase
out problematic and unnecessary plastics by 2030.

In particular, the targets for resource recovery and organic waste constraints (in bold), in combination 
with the proposed state-wide waste levy by 2021, can act as a first step to encouraging the growth of a 
biomethane sector in Tasmania. Reducing the volume of organic waste sent to landfill can also help 
quantify biomethane potential in Tasmania.  
These targets can act as a first step to establishing a biomethane sector for resource recovery. However, 
further government support will be required. Further policy recommendations are discussed under 
Priority 7.  

3.4 Which waste streams would provide the best opportunities 
to make some early progress on the proposed targets? 

Biomethane is produced from biogas via the anaerobic digestion of organic matter. Waste from food 
processing, dairy and meat and agricultural waste as animal by-products and crop residues can be used 
for biogas production. Food production and agriculture (including aquaculture) are key sectors in 
Tasmania’s economy [11]. Supporting the growth of a biomethane sector and use of digestate by-
products for fertiliser in Tasmania will facilitate meeting the organic waste target while creating value for 
products produced in food production and agriculture.  

4 INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING 

4.1 What do you consider are the highest priority infrastructure 
requirements for waste management and resource recovery 
in Tasmania? 

The WAP identified separating organic waste and processing facilities for organics as high priority 
infrastructure. This infrastructure is also necessary to support biomethane as a waste treatment 
alternative for Tasmania.  
There are also other infrastructure requirements throughout the biomethane value chain including 
investment in anerobic digestors and upgrading facilities for biomethane.  
As Australia moves towards decarbonisation, the gas networks face stranded asset risk. Biomethane has 
similar characteristics to natural gas so can be injected into the current gas grid and does not require any 
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adaptation of existing infrastructure. Supporting a biomethane sector will create value for Tasmania’s 
organic waste while decarbonising its gas networks and exploiting existing infrastructure.  
Tas Gas’ distribution networks are among the newest in Australia. Tas Gas is open to working with 
government and industry to facilitate the use of its existing quality infrastructure to deliver biomethane 
to end consumers. 
Once an analysis of the location of Tasmania’s organic biomass size and locations are established, it would 
follow that appropriate land sites that are both strategic in their location to the source of waste but also 
to transport routes (gas pipeline infrastructure, rail, road etc) be identified as potential sites for large 
scale anaerobic digestion facilities. 

5 SUPPORT RESOURCE RECOVERY ACROSS 

INDUSTRY 

5.1 How can governments, businesses and the community best 
support the development of the resource recovery industry 
in Tasmania? 

Tas Gas is supportive of an increase in landfill levies to create incentives to divert waste to other uses.  
Supporting the use of organic waste as a resource for energy production will unlock environmental and 
economic benefits for Tasmania and increase its energy independence from mainland Australia.  
To ensure strong and sustainable development of the sector, biomethane projects need to be financially 
viable. Governments can provide financial support though subsidies for biomethane. This could be in the 
form of grants and/or loans to support capital expenditure or as a feed-in-tariff for biomethane injected 
into the gas network. There are currently no specific grants or incentives in Tasmania for the biomethane 
sector. Policy recommendations are discussed further under Priority 7.  
The Tasmanian Government’s action item to develop a Tasmanian Market Development Study by the 
end of 2021 should include assessing the full range of revenue streams in the biomethane sector such as 
a market for digestate and remuneration for collecting and treating waste. The Organic Waste and 
Resource Recovery Strategy should consider the use of organic waste to produce biomethane as an 
opportunity to move towards a Circular Economy.  
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6 EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY 

ENGAGEMENT

6.1 Are you aware of any existing education materials that could 
be adapted for the Tasmanian context? (Please provide 
examples). 

Tas Gas is aware of the Australian Government’s Food and Garden Organics Best Practice Collection 
Manual (2012) [12]. Tas Gas considers that for a biomethane industry to be successful, it will need the 
understanding and support of the wider community. 
To facilitate the emergence of biogas upgrading and injection plants in Tasmania, lessons can be learned 
from some of the leading countries in biomethane development (for example, Germany, France and the 
United Kingdom.  
It is essential to continue to inform the community about biomethane and the opportunities for the local 
economy and the environment to facilitate social acceptance. This could be achieved through proactive 
industry and government collaboration with local communities.  
Bio Energy Australia commissioned ENEA Consulting to prepare a report on ‘Biogas Opportunities for 
Australia’, which provides insights on the opportunities that the Tasmanian Government could realise [5]. 

7 STATE AND NATIONAL POLICY AND 

REGULATORY SETTINGS

7.1 Which policy or regulatory settings will help us achieve the 
targets in this Plan and help stimulate the resource recovery 
industry? 

The WAP can be considered a first step to stimulating a resource recovery industry. Targets for resource 
recovery and organic waste will help facilitate a biomethane sector in Tasmania as it moves towards a 
Circular Economy. 
Introducing a uniform waste levy will help develop the biomethane sector through creating a financial 
incentive to find a solution for organic waste currently being sent to landfill. 
However, further support is required for biomethane if the Tasmanian Government wants to capitalise 
on the multiple economic and environmental benefits it provides as a resource recovery industry. 
Early planning by Tasmania regarding laws and regulations to facilitate the injection of biomethane into 
existing gas networks and for use by industry will assist in creating a platform for a biomethane industry. 
Learnings from other countries may assist in the review of existing legislation to ensure that regulations 
are just and effective. 
Listed below are policy recommendations to help grow the biomethane industry in Tasmania and 
Australia more broadly.  
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Setting a renewable gas target for biomethane consumption 

The Tasmanian Government could consider setting a renewable gas target. This could first start as an 
aspirational target and then move towards a binding target like the Renewable Energy Target for 
electricity. For example, France has a renewable gas target of 10% of total consumption by 2030, 
including 30 TWh (108,000 TJ) of biomethane in the gas networks [13]. Baseline data about feedstock 
potential and end-users of biomethane will be required to set a target.  
In Tasmania, agriculture, forestry and fishing accounts for 8.8% of gross state product [14], compared to 
France where agriculture accounts for less than 2% of gross domestic product [15]. There may be 
potential feedstock in Tasmania to accommodate for a similar target, however a complete baseline study 
would need to be completed.  
The Tasmanian Government may choose to take an incremental approach to setting targets. For example, 
a renewable gas target could first focus on existing biogas plants (targeting landfill gas that is currently 
flared) and then address the full resource potential. As biomethane has the same specifications as natural 
gas, there is technically no limitation to its blending into the gas networks.  

Providing financial assistance for biomethane projects 

Cost is currently the largest barrier to investment in biomethane. Providing financial support is important 
for the sector to emerge, however there is potential for costs to reduce overtime if economies of scale 
are achieved. 
The Tasmanian Government could establish a fund to provide grants for biomethane projects that 
contribute to a Circular Economy. This could be like the Queensland Waste to Biofutures Fund, which 
provides $5 million in 2019 to support the development of waste to bio futures projects in Queensland 
[16].  
Countries with successful biomethane markets have implemented feed-in-tariffs so that plants are 
commercially viable. A secure revenue stream is important to establish economies of scale to enable 
costs to come down over time.  
The Tasmanian Government could also consider additional incentives for specific feedstock types to 
target specific industries such as agriculture (including aquaculture).  

Establishing certificates 

Establishing certificates to ensure the traceability of biomethane exchange will verify to consumers that 
they have purchased renewable gas. Certificates will provide producers with additional revenue stream 
for biomethane.   
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Waste Action Plan 
Policy and Business Branch 
DPIPWE Tasmanian Government 
134 Macquarie Street 
Hobart TAS 7000 

11 October 2019 

Support for Tas Gas’ Submission to the Draft Waste Action Plan 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Bioenergy Australia would like to express support for Tas Gas’ submission to the Draft Waste Action 

Plan in relation to the opportunities presented by establishing a biomethane industry in Tasmania. 

When biogas is upgraded to biomethane, it can be used as vehicle fuel or injected into the gas grid. 

This is a mature technology, which is quickly growing, especially in Europe, where the number of 

biomethane plants has increased from 187 to 540 from 2014 to 2017.  

Produced from organic waste, biomethane can play a key role in supporting not only waste 

management, but also economic growth and emissions reduction. 

In a study conducted by ENEA Consulting and Quantis in 2015, the replacement of natural gas by 

biomethane in France resulted in the reduction of GHG emissions by 54 gCO2e for each MJ that was 

produced, injected into the gas grid and consumed. This amount translates to more than 85 per cent 

emissions reduction from the consumption of natural gas, which has the emission factor of 

approximately 63.1 gCO2e per MJ (LHV) in France. 

There is currently no biogas upgrading plant for biomethane production operating in Australia, but 

this certainly represents a significant opportunity for the decarbonisation of the gas sector. 

International demand for gas exports from eastern Australia is continuing to put pressure on local gas 

supply and prices. Locally produced biomethane injected into the local distribution network can 

improve domestic supply whilst providing net zero carbon energy for gas consumers.   

Tasmania has certainly the opportunity to leverage decades of international development of the 

biomethane industry by complementing existing gas supplies with renewable gas from biomethane.  

Contact: 
Bioenergy Australia (Forum) Pty Ltd 

ABN 14 155 856 821 
Renewables Innovation Hub 

19/23 Moore street, Turner ACT  2612 
Phone:  

Email: @bioenergyaustralia.org.au 



The benefits for Tasmania would include: 

• Creation a circular economy in Tasmania;
• Support of local jobs and investment particularly in agricultural regions;
• Reduction of landfill and potential impact of contaminated ground water;
• Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions on energy network by producing net carbon zero gas;
• Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions of farming and food processing industries (destruction of
methane and capture carbon dioxide);
• Reduction of particulate emissions (compared to waste-to-power);
• Capture of nutrients (digestate) which can be used as fertilisers (offsetting high energy cost of
synthetic fertilisers).

The advantage of utilising the Tasmanian gas network is that this would: 

• Leverage the existing gas network infrastructure to reduce cost of development;
• Allow regional producers get immediate access to all the customers across the state for their gas
(and associated ‘Green Gas’ credits);
• Reduce the energy lost in transmission compared to electricity;
• Have a large storage potential that ensures that the energy can be used when it is needed rather
than when it is produced;
• Be a dispatchable long term storage that enables variable renewable electricity;
• Be a support for the hydrogen economy and export

We believe that the Tasmanian Government should play an important role in supporting the 
development of the renewable gas industry, including but not limited to:  

• Supporting regional biomethane feasibility and feedstock studies;
• Tasmanian Government offtake of net carbon zero green gas, any gas demand connected to the
distribution network (e.g. CNG, hospitals, etc)
• Land, zoning, approval support for biomethane projects;
• Incentives and support for initial projects;
• In-kind assistance to identify and reduce regulatory barriers;
• EPA endorsement and sanction of process; and
• Assistance and support for the certification and treatment of grid injected biomethane

Bioenergy Australia would welcome the opportunity to participate in the ongoing development of the 

Waste Action Plan, as we have access to international and domestic projects, experts and research 

that may assist in the further development.  

Kind regards, 

Shahana McKenzie 



Energy Networks Australia www.energynetworks.com.au  

Unit 5, Level 12, 385 Bourke Street Melbourne VIC 3000 

P: +61 3 9103 0400 E: info@energynetworks.com.au 
Energy Networks Association T/A Energy Networks Australia 

ABN: 75 106 735 406 

Waste Action Plan 
Policy and Business Branch 
DPIPWE Tasmanian Government 
134 Macquarie Street 
Hobart TAS 7000 

Support for Tas Gas’ Submission to the Draft Waste Action Plan 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Energy Networks Australia is the national industry body representing businesses operating Australia’s 

electricity transmission and distribution and gas distribution networks, with members providing more 

than 16 million electricity and gas connections to almost every home and business across Australia. 

Our gas distribution businesses manage over five million connections to Australian households and 

businesses. The gas supplied through these networks provides 44 per cent of the annual energy 

consumption in Australia’s homes. The consumption of gas is not uniform throughout the year with a 

seasonal peak in winter where gas consumption is approximately triple that of summer’s. 

To date, the focus of decarbonisation has been on the electricity sector. Over the long-term, gas networks 

will have their own decarbonisation journey. New fuels, such as biogas and hydrogen, have the potential 

to become mainstream and complementary energy solutions that will use existing energy infrastructure. 

As part of that journey, the key gas industry associations launched Gas Vision 2050 that describes a 

pathway to reliable, secure energy and cost-effective carbon reductions. The vision is based on three 

transformational technologies, hydrogen, carbon capture and storage and biogas.  

Our network businesses are actively involved in innovation projects to deliver this vision. Two hydrogen 

projects are operational with a further two coming on-line in the next few months. A number of biogas 

projects are also being proposed by our members.  

Presently, biogas producers produce electricity from their biogas as that provides them with an additional 

revenue stream through renewable energy certificates. An alternative approach would be for this gas to 

be injected into gas networks to decarbonise domestic gas use by homes and businesses. Governments 

can support injecting in gas network through introducing incentives promoting the injection of gas in 

networks.  

Energy Networks Australia is supportive of renewable gas innovation as a viable renewable gas industry 

will make best use of existing gas network infrastructure in an environmentally sustainable manner. 

Similarly, Tas Gas’ submission aligns with our promotion of a Renewable Gas Target to foster innovation 

in the pursuit of long-term customer outcomes. 

Yours sincerely 

Andrew Dillon 

Chief Executive Officer 

http://www.energynetworks.com.au/
http://www.energynetworks.com.au/
mailto:info@energynetworks.com.au
mailto:info@energynetworks.com.au
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P.O. Box 393 

Burnie   Tas   7320 

Phone:  03 6419 4122 

Mobile:  

Email:  ceo@tasminerals.com.au 

Website:  www.tasminerals.com.au 

To Whom it May Concern, 

Support in favour of the development of a biomethane industry for Tasmania 

We support Tas Gas’s submission to the State’s draft Waste Action Plan consultation process for the establishment of a 

biomethane industry for Tasmania. 

The Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council (TMEC) represents some of Tasmania’s largest gas users and employers.  Gas is an 

important commodity for industry due to its calorific value which is predominately used for heating and drying as part of the 

manufacturing process.  The amount of heat generated by gas cannot be effectively, efficiently and economically replicated by 

electricity.   

Tasmanian industry pays among the highest delivered gas prices in Australia due to our geographic distance from the source of 

production, relatively low gas use as a state which contributes to low economies of scale and lack of market power when buying 

from the market and the cost of associated infrastructure to deliver gas to end users.    

Tasmanian industrial gas users are also increasingly conscious of the environmental impact that fossil fuels have in contributing 

to greenhouse gas emissions. To ensure our industry is sustainable and competitive, alternative greener and cheaper gas 

sources are needed. 

As generators of waste and other by-products our members are concerned about the prospect of further increases in landfill 

levies.  It is important that the environment that we work in is economically sustainable for our businesses to operate.  

However, we see value in the prospect of a circular economy from waste that our members may benefit from, for example 

cheaper alternatives for disposing of waste other than landfill and the potential to receive cheaper energy in the form of 

biomethane or electricity generated from biomethane as a by-product of effective waste management. 

We would be interested in participating in any further consultation process that the Department has regarding the development 

of a biomethane industry for Tasmania.  TMEC has only recently made a proposal to the Minister for Energy to establish a 

Strategic Working Group with a specific focus on gas in Tasmania, which included the potential establishment of a source of 

biomethane gas. More broadly, our members will continue to be interested in any reforms in the way Tasmania manages its 

waste. 

Yours sincerely, 

Ray Mostogl 
Chief Executive Officer 

10 October 2019 

Via email:  Kate.Daley@tasgas.com.au 

mailto:ceo@tasminerals.com.au
mailto:ceo@tasminerals.com.au
mailto:Kate.Daley@tasgas.com.au
mailto:Kate.Daley@tasgas.com.au


Submission (public) relating to the Tasmanian Draft Waste Action Plan 

Document prepared and submitted by: 

J.Foley

PO Box 1005 

Chigwell Tasmania Australia 7011 

Document begins: 

DEPT. OF PRIMARY IN[)USTRIES, 
PARKS, WATER AND ENVIRONMENT 

- 7 OCT 2019 

HOBART 

The opportunities associated with emerging markets and opportunities within the Industrial Ecology 

sector always involve a recalibration of risk. The operating parameters of what is considered possible 

and necessary requires commitment to strategic, sustainable, pathways that may involve creating or 

inventing them into existence. The challenge of circularity engages with, highlights and makes real 

the limitations of non-sustaining systems which are currently dependent upon inputs that are 

deliberately and systemically designed to create excess that burdens, limits and pollutes. The biggest 

challenge and the most difficult burden impeding the adoption and transition to the opportunities of 

circularity are the neglectful unquestioned ideologies and thinking patterns that limit, burden and 

contaminates even the possibility of intellectual retooling and systemic upgrades necessary for 

change. 

In 2015 Mathias Cormann speaking at 'Australian Government Leadership Network Conference': 

Designing and Leading High Performing Organisations Sydney- Friday 4 September 2015 "Risk and 

Responsibility: Leading in a PGPA World" 

I asked my colleagues in Com cover if they had any observations from their own experience and from the better 

practice discussions they have had with other sectors about what makes for good risk leadership. 

They suggested five actions that leaders can take. 

First, walk the talk. 

•Make explicit the risk behaviours you want to foster in your organisations by talking clearly and openly about 

the risks that concern you. Establish the risk appetite and tolerances of stakeholders and talk about how their 

key risks concerns are being managed. Do this regularly. If people talk openly about risk, then the chances are 

that they will be open to dealing intelligently with risk. 

Second, recognise and reward those who manage risk well. 

•Highlight better practice and informed risk taking within your organisation and elsewhere. Give more 

responsibility to people who engage with risk effectively, not to those who are process-bound on the one 

extreme, or reckless at the other. 

Third, identify 'risk champions', who can encourage positive risk behaviours through their role, personal 

experience and reputation. 
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•Organisational titles do not create role models. The best role models are people in the business who do the 

right things and succeed. Point to those who have engaged actively with risk and who have succeeded in 

delivering complex and fraught programs by innovating and pushing existing boundaries while meeting the 

high standards of public accountability. Again, red tape champions and those who are reckless are not good 

role models. 

Fourth, focus on the important things. Be a role model in your own agency. 

•You cannot risk manage everything. You should not try. You can stifle thinking and innovation in an 

organisation by promoting compliance as good practice in areas where it is not needed. Red tape is nobody's 

model of best practice. Work on the key risks - the ones that matter to stakeholders. Deal with the risks that 

can enable or impede you achieving results. Leave space for people to exercise their professional judgement. 

And finally, focus on changing attitudes and behaviours. 

•Show that you do not expect 'perfect manageability", but rather, that you want people to be smart about 

risk. Where snow does happen, deal with it without blame or making-up lame excuses. People learn a lot from 

how their leaders square-up when things don't go to plan. Show that you are fair dinkum about engaging with 

risk. 

https://www.finance.gov.au/media-centre/mr 150904.html 

In a 2007 Tasmania a young leader who could be described as a potential change agent risk 

champion submitted a Churchill report that had the capacity to dynamically and strategically 

parameter preliminary discussions around change for emerging opportunities: 

The places I travelled to on my Fellowship provided many examples of economical and environmentally efficient 

waste management systems. I saw many challenges overcome: a dispersed population base, limited processing 

infrastructure, dependence on volatile offshore recycling markets. I saw waste treated as a resource rather 
than a liability: valuable materials recovered from the waste stream were being remanufactured for 

emerging domestic and international markets. 

Debra MacKEEN Year of Award: 2007Award State: Tasmania Environment> Sustainability 

To study sustainable management systems and markets for recovered waste materials - New Zealand, Sri 

Lanka, Ireland, Canada 

https://www .eh u rch i I ltrust.com.a u/fel lows/ deta i 1/3155/Debra+MacKEE N 

In 2019 the report appears eerily prescient and time travelled relevant. 

However research that in contained or gatekept in a silos cannot impact and drive changes in 

thinking, planning, building and supporting new, innovative, reflexive, appropriate physical and 

intellectual infrastructure that a new way of being, doing and seeing relies upon. 
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Or to put it another way - I will let Byron Connolly (CIO) explain: 

Australian companies suck at data analytics They rated lowest in the world in terms of maturity and impact 

Byron Connolly (C/0) 24 July, 2018 12:37 

Australian organisations lag behind the rest of the world when it comes to extracting value from their data 

analytics efforts. The 50 local businesses analysed for a new report by Melbourne Business School and AT 

Kearney scored lower across the board than their global counterparts in terms of maturity (how developed 

their analytics capabilities are) and impact (how much value their analytics operations give to the bottom line). 

The organisations spoke to more than 400 companies across 34 countries with an average revenue of $US3.8 

billion. Australian businesses scored poorly despite no significant differentiator between companies, except 

their approach to data analytics, the authors said. 

Those surveyed in Australia attributed risk-averse cultures and reluctance to experiment, their approach to 

using data in the business, and lack of recruitment and training of data specialists as reasons for them falling 

behind. 

They extract 12 per cent less value from analytics compared to the rest of the world and are 14 per cent less 

mature in their approach. 

Chinese companies are leading the world in both maturity and impact, the authors said. By sector, oil and gas, 

industrial and technology companies were the most advanced users of analytics. They were ahead of 

government, energy and utilities, mining and others. Key use cases for all organisations included making data

driven decisions and optimising customer experience. 

The authors concluded that companies lagging behind with data analytics stand to boost profits by as much as 

60 per cent if they improve their data strategies and culture. Professor Ujwal Kayande of Melbourne Business 

School, said this study was unique as it assesses the impact of data analytics investments on organisations' 

bottom lines. 

"Merely investing in technology doesn't bring the benefit that top performing firms obtain - to have a good 

chance of obtaining that benefit, the firm requires leadership teams who advocate for analytics use across the 

organisation and an analytics strategy that is driven by the firm's business strategy," he said. Further, they said 

companies that spend too much money on their data ecosystem without strategic leadership tend to have 

lower profit than firms with this type of leadership guiding the use of technology. 

Enrico Rizzon, partner at A. T Kearney said the perennial bias of technology investment as the solution to 

analytics maturity and impact persists. "We often find that our clients have invested in but don't leverage the 

data ecosystems they have," he said. "The study points to leadership, which drives utilisation of the data 

ecosystems to generate the /act-based insights necessary for improved decision making, as being key to 

delivering of analytic impact." 

https://www.cio.eom.au/article/644236/australian-organisations-suck-data-analytics/ 
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Piecing together the challenges in data analytic and the kind of challenges around the parameters, 

mapping, definitions and profiles of risk management let's take a quick historic overview of the 

issues Minister Cormann raised earlier. 

Innovation in a no-risk system: 'we have to be smarter' By Harley Dennett Wednesday November 5, 2014 

Public sector leaders, even politicians, are talking up a push to encourage more innovation and risk-taking in 

government bodies. Several approaches that leverage the capabilities and direction of the agency leader were 

offered at a recent governance forum in Canberra. 

"We've had risk management frameworks for a long time. A lot of agencies tick the box on risk. A lot of it 

comes down to the people and the judgements they exercise around the decisions they make. That comes 

through experience, training and a lot of effort. The easy way is just to not make a decision, or take the easy 

way out that exposes us to little." https://www.themandarin.corn.au/9036-innovation-risk-environment/ 

A wake-up call on innovation Australia's risk-averse boardrooms are falling short when it comes to innovation, 

according to an Australian-first study carried out by the Australian Institute of Company Directors (AICD), in 

partnership with the University of Sydney Business School. 

Mr Armour says the study makes clear that that more needs to be done to broaden skills that directors bring 

to a board . "This can be done through education and upskilling, and by widening the talent pool of incoming 

directors," he says. "It is encouraging to see that directors are acknowledging the importance of innovation, 

but directors need to make sure that innovation is more than just an irregular item on board agendas." 

https :// a icd .corn pa nyd i rectors. corn .au/ membership/ m em be rsh i p-u pd ate/ a-wa ke-u p-ca II-on-i n novatio n 

Risk-averse directors are stifling growth Jemima Whyte Senior Reporter Updated Dec 7, 2015 - 9.43am, first 

published at Dec 4, 2015 - 4.49pm A lack of genuine diversity on corporate boards and the emergence of 

"career directors" may be draining listed Australian companies of their appetite for the sort of risks needed to 

generate growth in their businesses amid increased technological disruption, according to a major study of 

chairmen, directors and chief executives. 

https://www.afr.com/work-and-careers/management/riskaverse-directors-are-stifling-growth-20151204-

glfv9d 

But what about now I hear you ask- that was then surely it must be better now? Let's see: 

Boardroom Brief: Week commencing 23 September 2019 A/CD releases boardroom gap on innovation. The 

Australian-first 2019 Innovation Study - an in-depth look into director practices on innovation - reveals a 

sobering picture of Australian boardrooms struggling to prioritise innovation and lagging their international 

counterparts. Key findings include: (i) a significant gap between strategy formulation and implementation 

(with human talent shortages, limited financial resources and the regulatory environment's creation of a risk

averse culture identified as barriers); (ii) Australian boardrooms have low innovation and digital literacy levels; 

and (iii) Board-executive collaboration leads to better performance. Directors should note the drive for 

innovation to feature regularly on boardroom agendas and the view that prioritising innovation is critical to the 

long-term success of the company. Among the A/CD's recommendations, Boards should establish budgets for 

their innovative objectives and executive incentives for long-term innovation. 

https://www.gtlaw.com.au/insights/boardroom-brief-week-commencing-23-september-2019 
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Gosh! That sounds so complicated you'd think it would be a simple as AB ..... 

C: Creating a positive risk culture Problems exposed 

The potential for failure goes with the territory of public administration. Risk cannot be avoided. Not all 

potential dangers can be foreseen. The important thing is to identify as many risks as possible and to develop a 

strategy by which they can be handled. In discussion with ministers and advisers, a flexible plan needs to be 

prepared to manage program risks, which can be revised as execution challenges become more apparent. 

The PGPA Act represents a significant and positive step towards developing better risk practice and culture. The 

risk management policy established under the PGPA Act is designed to assist Accountable Authorities 

(departmental Secretaries, agency heads and governing boards) to engage positively with risk, in order to 

embed risk practice into business processes.[136) If fully implemented, the notion of 'earned autonomy' 

enshrined in the Act has the potential to be a game changer, creating a strong incentive for agency heads to 

embrace the necessary cultural and organisational changes to achieve this status.{137) However, if the PGPA 

Act is to achieve its objectives, APS risk culture needs to evolve. Legislation will not change culture: people and 

their actions do. As recently noted by the Chair of the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority, good risk 

practice is about behaviour, not structure.{138} 

However, audit committees, by their nature, tend to look backwards at what has already transpired, rather 

than forwards at what risks might be approaching. In some large agencies-particularly those with complex 

program initiatives to deliver-separation of risk and audit functions would better serve the move towards a 

positive risk culture.{152} Membership of a risk committee should be sufficiently broad to fully consider the 

strategic risk posed by the delivery of services to the public, rather than focus only on internal corporate and 

financial risks. Specialist external appointments may be needed to support this function. A separate risk 

committee would also provide a forum to proactively address the major risks that may impede the organisation 

successfully implementing the goals of government. Just as importantly, a risk committee would also consider 

the potential for activities to adversely impact the community and environment in which the organisation 

operates. Over time, this will build organisational capability, helping departments and agencies to achieve 

earned autonomy status as envisaged in the PGPA Act.{153) 

Risk is one of the most important considerations in the design and delivery of large projects and programs. 

Unfortunately, as the former Auditor-General Ian McPhee told the Department of Parliamentary Services, good 

risk management is invisible because, "only risk management failures attract attention and headlines".[154) 
The challenge is to stop bad things happening. That requires ministers and Secretaries to show by example that 

engaging with risk is what governments do, and that it is the job of every public servant to play their part in 

managing it. Risk management lies at the heart of getting the best value from public funds. 

137 Earned autonomy in the PGPA Act means taking a targeted and risk-based approach to financial 

framework regulation. The nature and extent of oversight and regulatory intervention exercised will depend on 

an entity's risk profile and performance. See the Explanatory Memorandum at 

<http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Bills_Legislation/Bills_Sea ... 

138 Laker, J F 2013, 'The importance of good governance: Speech presented to the Australian British Chamber 

of Commerce, Melbourne, 27 February, <http://www.apra.gov.au/Speeches/Pages/The-importance-of-good

governance .. . 
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152 PricewaterhouseCoopers 2012, 'Forward thinking for the audit and risk committee', Audit and Risk 

Committee Matters, March, p. 3, <http://www.pwc.eom.au/assurance/assets/audit-committee/Audit-and

Risk-Co ... pWC suggests that the decision to separate the risk committee from the audit committee may be 

influenced by the complexity of the operating environment (especially if it has recently changed), the 

segregation ( or not) of risk and audit in the rest of the organisation, and whether dealing with risk matters 

distracts the audit committee from dealing with audit matters. 

153 Explanatory Memorandum, Public Governance and Performance Accountability Bill 2013, [54-60], Public 

Governance and Performance Accountability Act 2013, section 101(2). 

154 McPhee I, 2014. 

h ttps://www.apse.gov. au/c-creating-positive-risk-cu lture 

Well this is depressing it's all been negative so far - what about the opportunities? Time for some 

goodish news I think! 

Robin Tait from Devonport, Tasmania, receives a Nu/field Scholarship supported by Blundstone, Robert 

Gatenby Memorial Trust and Tasmanian Alkaloids. She will investigate how regeneration agriculture principles 

can be integrated into cropping systems with the aim to reduce reliance on synthetic inputs for crop 

production. Robin currently manages in excess of 400 hectares of a mixed cropping operation for Botanical 

Resources Australia (BRA). In this position, she provides agronomic advice for BRA commercial and their farm 

crops and coordinates harvesting and planting of pyrethrum and wheat. 

Robin's Scholarship research will be particularly pertinent to her work at BRA through establishing and 

implementing practices in BRA's cropping enterprise that are aligned with regeneration agricultural principles. 

"The majority of crops established in Tasmania are from very small seed and require a fine tilthed seed bed for 

consistent establishment, ' Robin said. "The system used and recommended by processing and seed companies 

involves substantial soil cultivation and extended periods of time with no plant cover. This makes it very difficult 

to incorporate the philosophies of regeneration farming to build a thriving ecosystem allowing plants to 
form natural resistance. 

Through her study, Robin hopes to further research cover cropping, reduced tillage methods, companion 

planting, biological inputs and methods of crop monitoring, which can be used to increase plant health as a 

means to reduce reliance on synthetic inputs. 

Robin will travel to the USA, Canada and Europe. Robin Tait- 2018 Nu/field Scholar 

h ttps://n uffie/d. com. au/scholar-profile-robin-tait/ 
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Vay and if you think that it is virtually a perfect fit for circular economy you would be right. Vay again 

this is starting to sound more positive. 

2019 NA T/ONAL CONFERENCE WEBPAGE, NUFFIELD'S FLAGSHIP EVENT FOR SCHOLARS, INVESTORS AND THE 

BROADER AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY Over 25 Scholars will present the findings of their scholarship studies, and 

topics include: 

•Effective branding to attract a premium 

•Facilitating the uptake of new agricultural technology 

•Strengthening business and strategic planning capability 

•Business risk management in a variable climate 

•Soil health and regeneration principles in agriculture 

•Key factors affecting farmer uptake of information 

•Enabling better environmental outcomes in agriculture 

•Management practices used to combat urban growth in productive agricultural regions 

https://nuffleld.com.au/2019-nuffleld-australia-national-conference/ 

Hmmmmm - yes still positive still interesting. I'm guessing next will be an example of the circular 

economy in operation? Isn't Rabo involved somehow? Circular thinking creates new opportunities 

around sustainable practice that strengthens systemic opportunities for previously unconnected 

points in the old, outdated version. 

Recycled organic compost a boon to beef grazing pastures 21 Sep 2017, 9 a.m. The 

Knowledge Bank This article is sponsored by Rabobank 

THE commercial realities of food production are essential to the debate over agricultural sustainability. You 

can't be green if you are in the red, so the saying goes. 

A southern NSW beef enterprise is showing how recycling urban waste into black organic compost is a good 

way to get into, well, the black. In fact, organic compost is not just good for the bottom line. 

In May last year he surface spread a blend supplied by Australian Soil Management across five paddocks at a 

rate of eight tonnes per hectare over 22ha and a cost of $BOO/ha. His investment generated an impressive 

increase in pasture dry matter and carrying capacity. 

Mr Huggins reported dry matter gains between 23 per cent to 49pc, as measured in May this year. 

"The compost produced moderate to spectacular increases in feed quantity across the paddocks, while feed 

quality, while very good, was unchanged, " he said. 

7 



Each year about 20 million tonnes of organic material is collected and 13mt Is wasted in landfill while just 

7mt is composted. 

When farmers cotton-on to recycled organics, even all the current 20mt collection will not spread far. Virtually 

all Australia's 384 million hectares of farmland needs organic matter. There was also a 50pc or greater 

improvement in organic matter and carbon, total nitrogen, nutrient availability, calcium, copper and boron; pH 

rose 5.52 to 6.07 for 0-10 centimetres and 5. 77 to 6.10 for 10 to 30cm. 

This article is sponsored by Rabobank 

http://www.farmonline.com.au/story/4926193/proof-is-in-farm-soil-production/?cs=5393#! 

Throughout Tasmania as local government roll out the FOGO (Food Organic Green Organic) program 

it will interesting to note which organisations can and which organisations can't. There is a ready and 

willing market for FOGO by product. Quality assurance and control is important if the results 

described above are to be maximised by existing ag sectors and drive innovation and development 

into previously less productive land. Councils that take the time and develop the expertise to 

research design and implement a system that is able to prove audit and prove concept will be able to 

capitalize on the brand enhancement of sector wide possibilities and opportunities. 

However - back to Rabo for an example of the 'ish'. 

Weeds feel the full force Gregor Heard21 Sep 2017, 9 a.m. The Knowledge Bank This article is sponsored by 

Rabobank 

EYRE Peninsula farm Mark Modra says weed control is the most critical part of his enterprise. "I think there is 

definite merit to the concept of robotics and automation in terms of creating more non-herbicide options for 

weed control. " PESTICIDE RESISTANCE He has an eye on what can be achieved in weed management with non

chemical means because of ongoing issues with herbicide resistance. 

''We have lost our group A and B herbicides, the clethodim and sulfynurea products and there are concerns 

surrounding Clearfield herbicides, so we need to have other options." 

Worrying, Mr Modra said there were even early signs of resistance to Australia's most widely used broad 
spectrum herbicide in glyphosate. This article is sponsored by Rabobank 

http://www.farmonline.com.au/story/4935471/looking-for-tech-killer-not-filler/?cs=5393 
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Throughout Tasmania there is urgency to recognise the need for the local government sector to take 

the lead on transitioning away from cosmetic use of herbicides. Regenerative systems cannot cope 

with synthetic inputs that operate to negatively impact and unbalance circularity outputs. Leaving 

aside the devastation that increasing herbicide resistance may pose to the ag sector in Tasmania 

close consideration must be given to the total lack of state wide data analytic around measuring, 

reporting and auditing all aspects of herbicide use in Tasmania. This continuing failure and neglect 

may come at a very high price and the illustration of the way in which a total systemic ignorance, 

awareness or refusal to act around the Basel Convention, the Rotterdam Convention and the 

Stockholm Convention lead to a totally preventable, predictable crisis. 

Countries (Australia is a signatory) enacting Basel and exercising their right to refuse waste 

masquerading as recyclables have created (forced) the opportunity to act. The current 'plastic' crisis 

is one of our own making and it is only a matter of time before Africa joins countries like the 

Philippines, Malaysia, Vietnam and China who gave very public and considerably long lead in times 

around their decisions to transition away from being a dumping ground for non-reusable materials. 

Just like Basel the next horizon 'crisis' will be around around rinsate and leachate. Leachate remains 

a systemic challenge for circularity. The apparent inability of the local government sector to provide 

any leadership on this issue remains a predictable, problematic example of lack rather than 

adaptation, courage and strategic alignment to practice required for transition. 

Controlled waste is a necessary design failure in non-sustaining systems. PSOl containers that end 

up in landfill are a problem. They are clearly identified as controlled waste within a global 

framework. There is an immediate and urgent need for a full and systemic audit around the 

requirements stated in the SOS that accompanies each off the shelf product sold in each municipality 

throughout Tasmania. Each SOS has an indication around disposal and often refers to 'approved 

waste disposal plant' or 'dispose of waste according to applicable local and national regulations.' 

Local peak does not appear to either recognise or intend to provide any meaningful strategic 

leadership in this area and the instability around contamination from multiple synthetic source 

points around water, soil and air will result in catastrophic failure that will have long lasting negative 

impacts. This will limit use potential around contaminated land, contaminated soil and contaminated 

water. It is highly likely that this clearly predictable, emergent foreseeable outcome will be 

represented as a crisis when mandatory testing and mandatory data analytic release reveals the true 

extent of the leachate crisis. 

Controlled waste contamination is neither restorative, regenerative or circular economy compatible. 

I will let a credible voice from this emerging integrated sector make this point: 

OUR MISSION IS TO ACCELERATE THE TRANSITION TO A CIRCULAR ECONOMY The Ellen MacArthur Foundation 

works with business, government and academia to build a framework for an economy that is restorative and 

regenerative by design. A circular economy is based on the principles of designing out waste and pollution, 

keeping products and materials in use, and regenerating natural systems 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-economy/what-is-the-circular-economy 
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But for those who think that this lies at some backwaterish, out of the way place in the economic 

landscape you may want to check that misapprehension with a reality check-in because the: 

GLOBAL PARTNERS OF THE ELLEN MACARTHUR FOUNDATION 

Sun Core Philanthropic Partner, ARUP Knowledge Partner, MAVA Core Philanthropic Partner, UNILEVER Global 

Partner, Google Global Partner, RENAULT Global Partner. https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/our

story/partners 

Are mainstream influencers, enablers and change makers. Recognisable corporate names that are 

realising that they have to really change in the real world to survive. 

The Foundation works on a strategic level with influential businesses across key sectors of the economy to 

demonstrate circular innovation at scale. These Global Partners are pathfinders within their respective 

industries, exploring the potential of the circular economy as a source of value creation. 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/our-story/partners 

The opportunities for value enhancement and creation have to exist in the open, in reality and 

involve real sustained changes in thinking, actions and leadership. Circularity relentlessly and 

ruthlessly exposes inauthentic, lazy business as usual masquerading as the imposter in full message 

manage mode. Networks are real, credible, high performing and relentlessly searching for circularity 

driven opportunity. 

The CE100 network facilitates market making by providing collaborative and pre-competitive opportunities 

which bring together business, innovators, cities and governments, universities, and thought leaders. 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/our-work/activities/ce100 

In the real world circularity solutions are diverse, networked, data driven and drive continuous 

change based opportunities. They strengthen connectivity and often result in resilient collaborative 

networked cohesion. 

Food initiative Igniting a food system transformation About the initiative 

Following the publication of the Cities and Circular Economy for Food report at the World Economic Forum in 

Davos (January 2019), the Ellen MacArthur Foundation launched the Food initiative. Over the next three years, 

we will bring together key actors to stimulate a global shift towards a regenerative food system based on the 

principles of a circular economy. 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/our-work/activities/food 

Tasmania has so many natural features that could leverage scalable global solution oriented 

opportunities around food production systems. 
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The Foundation's latest report 'Cities and Circular Economy for Food' finds: 

•Air pollution, water contamination, pesticide exposure, and excessive use of antibiotics and fertilisers are 

making healthy eating impossible for people around the world 

•By 2050, five million people per year could die due to industrial food production factors - twice the current 

number of people killed by obesity and four times the number of people killed in road traffic crashes globally 

•A circular economy redesign for the food industry would mean food is grown in a way that regenerates 

natural resources and locally where relevant; waste is eliminated through better redistribution and by

product use; and healthy food is produced without the need for harmful practices 

•80% of food will be consumed in cities by 2050, meaning they hold the key to creating a healthy food system. 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/news/new-ellen-macarthur-foundation-report-finds-unhealthy

food-production-makes-healthy-eating-impossible 

Hidden killers caused by food production are making healthy eating impossible for people around the world, 

according to Cities and Circular Economy for Food. The latest report by the Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 

produced with analytical support from SYSTEMIQ, was launched at the World Economic Forum Annual Meeting 

in Davos, Swizerland. 

It finds that excessive use of pesticides, antibiotics in livestock farming, and poor management of fertilisers 

could lead to 5 million deaths a year globally by 2050, twice the current number of deaths caused by obesity, 

and four times the number due to road traffic crashes. 

The report highlights the enormous environmental damage caused by food production. Synthetic fertilisers, 

pesticides and mismanaged manure exacerbate air pollution and contaminate soils and water. Food production 

is currently responsible for almost a quarter of global greenhouse gas emissions. Even when trying to make 

healthy food choices, consumers are at risk because of the way food has been produced. 

The report finds that eliminating waste and improving health through the circular economy could be worth USO 

2. 7 trillion a year to the global economy. Health costs caused by pesticide use would decrease by USO 550 

billion a year, and antimicrobial resistance, air pollution, water contamination, and food-borne diseases would 

reduce significantly. Greenhouse gas emissions would be expected to decrease by 4.3 Gt C02e, the equivalent 

of taking one billion cars off the road permanently. The degradation of 15 million hectares of arable land would 

be prevented and 450 trillion litres of fresh water saved annually. 

The report was made possible by philanthropic partners Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation, players of People's 

Postcode Lottery (GB} and Porticus, in collaboration with lead partners Intesa Sanpaolo and Intesa Sanpaolo 

Innovation Center, and core partners Danone, Sitra, Suez, Tetra Pak and Veolia. Cities and Circular Economy for 

Food is an affiliate project of the World Economic Forum's Platform for Accelerating the Circular Economy 

(PACE). 

The report was produced as part of Project Mainstream, a CEO-led global initiative created by the Ellen 

MacArthur Foundation and the World Economic Forum, which helps to scale business driven circular economy 

innovations. 
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The opportunities for collectively adding value to food 'waste' could lead to numerous interventions 

that can reverse land degradation. Adaptation strategies would be applicable via the deliverability 

systems developed around the operation of circularity. Tasmania is currently positioned to 

strategically develop larger scaled responses by being able to leverage the opportunity a small island 

state with the connectivity of increasingly efficient and connected economies of scale around food 

production. Circularity designs to enhance rather than compete with the natural beauty economy 

that will continue to anchor and act to characterise rehabilitating economic coherence. Food 

production, distribution and provision remains opportunity rich for transformation. 

Wayne Hubbard, London Waste and Recycling Board (LWARB) CEO, said: "Being awarded Flagship City status 

is recognition of everything the Mayor, local councils, and LWARB are already doing here to improve food 

outcomes for all Londoners. By working with the Ellen MacArthur Foundation to develop this circular economy 

approach, we will be able to do even more to engage and inspire businesses, consumers, and other 

stakeholders across London to tackle the food challenges we all face. "

Mayor of Sao Paulo City, Bruno Covas, said: "We are firmly committed to guaranteeing quality food for all Sao

Paulo citizens and boosting sustainable development policies. Sao Paulo City is convinced the circular economy 

is a feasible alternative to the waste and pollution of the current food system. We have been working on 

initiatives to combat food waste, provide fresh and quality food for vulnerable populations, and improve 

production to market access. We are confident that through this Food initiative, and cooperation with the other 

Flagship Cities, we will contribute significantly to creating a circular economy for food." 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/news/major-cities-and-companies-join-forces-for-new-ellen

macarthur-foundation-food-initiative 

This is the transformative opportunity base that FOGO could drive if managed competently, ethically 

and with a comprehensive understanding of the demands of real world operational requirements of 

circularity principles. 

Urban Biocycles This scoping paper focuses on the potential of the significant volume of organic waste flowing 

through the urban environment. The aim is to highlight the opportunities to capture value, in the form of the 

energy, nutrients, and materials embedded in these flows, through the application of circular economy 

principles. Organic waste - from the organic fraction of municipal solid waste streams and wastewater that 

flows through sewage systems - is traditionally seen as a costly problem in economic and environmental terms. 

The objective of this scoping paper is to explore the idea that the equation can be reversed by designing more 

effective recovery and processing systems to turn organic waste into a source of value and contribute to 

restoring natural capital. 

In 2014, The World Economic Forum and the Ellen MacArthur Foundation launched Project Mainstream. This 

multi-industry, global initiative serves as the umbrella for this scoping paper- which presents an initial 

exploration of the circular economy opportunities for the biocycle economy. The project is led by the chief 

executive officers of seven global companies: Averda, Tarkett, Royal DSM, Ecolab, Philips, Suez, and Veolia. 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/publications/urban-biocy/es 
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There are many places throughout the world where circularity has achieved an operational maturity 

and could provide a range of blueprints for consideration. Circularity has achieved credible reach in 

many, many sectors including academic, political, business, agricultural, transportation, health and 

everyday lives. 

The greatest real living and continuing tragedy that exists in Tasmania today (2019) is the wastage 

around human and social capital. Circularity cannot just be applied to externalities. 

Real, moral, ethical movement and leadership around adopting authentic circularity must involve 

the recognition of the tragic, preventable losses suffered in relation to human and social capital. 

The poverty industry model of 'studying', 'describing' and adapting to the criminalisation and 

monetisation of poverty cannot operate in the same 'space' that the circular economy needs to 

survive and then thrive. These two economic models are competitors and lack any commonalities 

that would allow the circular economy to operate and thrive. 

Current failures in the health, education, housing and transportation sectors are more to do with 

deliberative systemic built-in design discoherence than any other thing. Systems, like the circular 

economy, are designed by and ultimately run by human beings. Therefore the fact that current 

Tasmanian 'leadership' accept (do not challenge) the current design 'flaws' as inherent, unchanging 

and in some way 'natural order' are major challenges that must be overcome. There are currently no 

identifiable operational possibilities that could facilitate this transformation. 

This, in effect, means that the mindset needed to understand and respect and implement the 

coherent, connected, harmonised, self-sustaining networking circular economic drivers necessary to 

systemically regulate and harmonise essential ecologies required for the circular economy cannot be 

facilitated in an aningful, suitable mode and will fail. 

V 
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Public Submission: Tasmanian Draft Waste Action Plan
WAP.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Tanya Hussey
 Street

Invermay Tas 7248
@gmail.com

1. Moving to a Circular Economy: Government Priorities and Key Sectors
I think that the industry sector that could provide the greatest inroad to reducing waste is the retail
industry, spanning a multitude of sectors from food sales, to clothing and homewares, and 
residential hardware.  

All plastic shopping bags should be banned (including so called 'reusable' such as the thicker plastic
bags either sold or given away).

All plastic food and hardware packaging should be phased out.

2. Governance
Government at all levels should impose much stricter regulations on producers and consumers who 
continue to support unnecessary plastic packaging and waste in general.

3. Data, Innovation Networks and Resource Recovery Targets
Reduce waste generated in Tasmania by 5% per person by 2025 and 10% by 2030; 

– Is this 'waste' total waste, or landfill waste?
– If landfill, the 5% and 10% targets are way too low.  It should be more like 30% and 60% (or

more) respectively.
Ensure 100% of packaging is reusable, recyclable or compostable by 2025; 

– I'd like to see an emphasis more on reduction of packaging as the first step.
– What would 'reusable' encompass? As some packaging items have sort of bizarre reuses,

but ultimately go to landfill anyway.  This is not a solution.
– I can't wait for the foil-lined cardboard liquid packaging to be gone!

Reduce the volume of organic waste sent to landfill by 25% by 2025 and 50% by 2030. 
– reduce the volume of organic waste sent to landfill to zero!

Work at the national level and with local government and businesses in Tasmania to help phase 
out problematic and unnecessary plastics by 2030; 

– What is 'unnecessary plastics'?   I feel like all plastic is problematic.  After attending a recent
lecture by scientist Jenn Lavers, I'm referring to plastic as what it is; hazardous waste.

4. Infrastructure Planning

5. Support Resource Recovery across Industry
Prioritise;

– collection of food organics from commercial business; e.g. hotels, hospitals, care homes.
– soft plastics collection via kerbside/commercial collection.

Support innovative development of residential bins (and possibly other sources) that weigh the 
contents and charge accordingly to the weight(volume/quantity) of waste produced, with 
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password/fingerprint locked opening (to prevent ones neighbours from weighing down someone 
else's bin!

6. Education and Community Engagement
Continue to support Rethink Waste Tasmania, as they do a fabulous job in responding to my 
communications covering all sorts of waste questions!  Please expand their services.  Take out full 
page ads in the local papers!

Plastic Free Launceston do a fabulous job.  Please support them to do more work out in the 
community, especially in 'difficult' places, like putting pressure on shopping centre management to
allow community outreach right at the door of major supermarkets.

Ensure that local Chambers of Commerce are on board with the message of reducing 
consumption, as I feel that their promotion of business growth can be a little 'at all costs', without 
thought to the need to actually reduce consumption.

7. State and National Policy and Regulatory settings
A waste levy should be imposed in a measured way, so as to encourage people to 'do the right 
thing' rather than a blanket approach covering those (of us) who are already making a serious 
effort to reduce our landfill and recyclable waste, not only in terms of time and effort, but 
financially to by choosing more expensive options which reduce or remove waste from our 
consumption.

The Container Refund Scheme has taken way too long to be introduced, this step should have been
taken decades ago.

The word 'reduce' doesn't appear near as much as it should in this action plan.  Reduce should 
always come before and be prioritised ahead of recycle, recovery and circular economy.

Thanks for opening the draft plan to public comment from ordinary folks like myself.



From: Thomas Crawford
To: WAP Enquiries (DPIPWE)
Subject: Draft Waste Action Plan Submission
Date: Monday, 7 October 2019 9:46:21 PM
Attachments: Draft Waste Action Plan.docx

Filed in Library: Link to document M552866

To Whom it may concern,

here attached is my submission to the Tasmanian State Government responding to the
Draft Waste Action Plan.

I work in the Waste and Resource Recovery sector and have also studied issues and
solutions around waste management in Tasmania and Australia. My views are shaped
around these experiences of work and study and am confident of my opinion on these
matters. We must improve our waste management system for the benefit of our society,
environment and local economy.

Thanks,
Thomas Crawford
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Draft Wast Action Plan - Response

Waste levy by 2021

A waste levy is a much needed step forward by Tasmania. The lack of an appropriate waste levy in Tasmania sees most businesses sending valuable recyclable and reusable materials to landfill based upon a financial reason, ignoring the socially and environmentally sensible option. However a waste levy must be supported by monitoring and regulation to stop people dumping waste illegally and also the development of illegal waste management operations. The Government must allocate resources to combat this, as well as corruption of waste management systems that allow big businesses to manage landfills and dump materials.

Another question in relation to the waste levy is, what will the Tasmanian Government do to recognise the work of businesses that have existed in the absence of government support to provide the diversion of material to landfill through resource recovery?

The price of the waste levy must be true of the state of waste management and material resource values. There should be every measure in place to stop valuable materials from being landfilled, and this will only happen with a financially appropriate levy. Currently the solid waste levy for metropolitan area of Sydney is $141.20/tonne. How will the Tasmanian levy compare?

Another issue is that the Tasmanian waste management sector will need support from the Tasmanian Government to get a head-start in order to develop new resource recovery facilities that could fill the current gaps in recycling and re-processing of materials and products. Several items that currently escape processing exist of high value.

The construction and demolition industry is a major landfill contributor and should be encouraged to be reducing their impact through deconstruction of buildings where possible to remove salvageable timber, bricks, doors and windows for re-use. This is a currently under-utilised service that could generate a large number of jobs and encourage a circular economy, reducing pressures on virgin materials and creating an opportunity for lower cost building products on the market.

       

Container Refund Scheme
There is a lack of information on how the Tasmanian Government plan to roll out the Container Refund Scheme. More information is required before any review can be given. 

The main question is where are the drop off centres going to be? Who will run these centres and ow will the infrastructure be funded? What is the timeline for the CRS from now and 2022? How much money is the Government investing into the CRS?



Waste Reduction and Resource Recovery

Where is the information regarding how these aims and targets are going to be reached? The business as usual would see Tasmania decrease in recycling rates based upon the changes in international acceptance of Australian recyclables, so what is the government of Tasmania doing to combat this issue?

Another option to dealing with resource recovery is to develop recycling and re-processing facilities in Tasmania to negate the current issues of international recycling systems. Tasmania could focus upon re-processing of common recyclable materials such as plastics, steel, aluminium, cardboard/paper and glass. These materials are all utilised in Tasmania and so the re-processed materials will have a market value. Has there been any review into this option at the Government level? With Commonwealth funding this could be possible.

There is also no mention of capturing fugitive emissions from landfill and resource recovery operations across Tasmania? This should also be a priority using gas capture, organic waste processing facilities and a separate collection. Putting renewable energy technology on waste management facilities will also reduce GHGs.  

Supporting local industries will also facilitate a reduction in waste through reduced transport and energy impacts, less packaging through encouraging reduced packaging. For example local production of food can lead to less packaging as there is less risk of product damage. Local businesses are easier to hold to account for their actions and social license to operate a local business is important in Tasmania. The Tasmanian Government should be encouraging a Tasmanian economy for Tasmania rather than look to develop Tasmanian products for export around the world, which contributes to high GHGes.



Data, Innovation Networks and Resource Recovery Targets 

Currently Tasmania’s waste management system has very low technology around data collection and monitoring of landfills and recycling systems. More accurate data is critical to knowing how best to implement a waste action plan. When will we have a standardised data collection system across the state and who is responsible for this?



Infrastructure Planning

So we won’t have any action until 2021 beyond a Tasmanian Waste and Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan? Why doesn’t the Tasmanian Government support councils already executing infrastructure plans and facilitate their plans whilst also supporting a standard system across councils.

I personally think that organic waste diversion is the easiest way to reduce waste to landfill from kerbside general waste and a large amount of commercial general waste, so supporting this is key. It also reduces landfill GHGes, generates income for council waste facilities through mulch and compost sales and creates additional employment.

Introducing the waste levy will help confront the C&D industry, but making funds available to support deconstruction industries is a suitable way to assist transition for the C&D industry.

In regards to the $100m Environment Restoration Fund, how will this money be accessible and who manages it? For example will large multi-national corporations be eligible to claim some of this money? Or will it be focused on clear infrastructure for the public good?

I really support the idea of loan schemes for local business, councils and government to help divert waste and generate employment and income from waste.

In regards to waste from energy I would like to see more information in regards to feasabillity in Tasmania and the mention of forestry residues. Currently our forestry industry is neither financially, environmentally or socially feasible, so developing an expensive waste to energy industry would also most likely be unsustainable if coupled with the forestry industry. The current gas capture systems in place in some landfills assist in reducing impacts of methane emissions. The diversion of organics from landfill into a composting or anaerobic digestion facility would also reduce landfill emissions.  I would like to see a feasibility study on any waste to energy systems operating in Tasmania.

I really support sustainable procurement practises in Tasmania to reduce waste generation.

Which policy or regulatory settings will help us achieve the targets in this Plan and help stimulate the resource recovery industry?

Reviewing how Tasmania has implemented and managed the Product Stewardship Act 2011 would also be important as I believe that Tasmania has not reinforced the intentions of this legislation. Currently the amount of waste material generated from white goods, ITC products, electrical goods and recreational products show that both consumer and industry responsibility are an issue. Planned obsolescence of products is a huge issue in relation to manufactured goods, particularly at the lower end of the market is causing huge levels of waste to landfill as well as wasted resources as many of these products have no end of life cycle. E-waste industries have developed well to manage the ITC industry, however these systems also need to be improved in order to reuse over just recycling. Although this remains a global issue and one that may need to be tackled with Federal legislation, manufacturers must be held accountable to their products life cycle. All products should have long term functionality and serviceability as part of their development.

For example white goods are mostly processed for scrap, however fridges and freezers are not being degassed and therefore release highly toxic gases into the atmosphere. These products by law should already be degassed before being scrapped. Will the Tasmanian Government better regulate these systems to ensure all councils and landfills are managing these issues?

Do you have other comments on the Draft Waste Action Plan?

I would like to see some aspirations of the Government in terms of looking at what our waste systems will look like in five, ten and twenty years. How much waste will be going to landfill by 2025, 2030 and 2040. What will our resource recovery sector look like in Tasmania by 2025, 2030 and 2040? Will these systems be carbon neutral or even carbon positive? Having a clear plan of the state and federal waste plan will encourage investment and ensure stability for businesses in the waste and resource recovery sector.

 





100% reusable, recyclable or compostable by 2025

The banning of certain plastic bags has seen the amount of plastic used for plastic bags triple, showing a failure in governance. In order to affect a reduction in plastic use we must implement actual bans that limit availability of plastic bags altogether. Seeing all shops phase out plastic bags and introduce paper bags and cardboard boxes could connect into the recycling and re-processing of paper and cardboard, assisting in the closed loop economy. This could also partner with education and community support in reduce and reuse initiatives.
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Tasmania sees most businesses sending valuable recyclable and reusable materials to landfill based 
upon a financial reason, ignoring the socially and environmentally sensible option. However a waste 
levy must be supported by monitoring and regulation to stop people dumping waste illegally and 
also the development of illegal waste management operations. The Government must allocate 
resources to combat this, as well as corruption of waste management systems that allow big 
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Another question in relation to the waste levy is, what will the Tasmanian Government do to 
recognise the work of businesses that have existed in the absence of government support to provide 
the diversion of material to landfill through resource recovery? 

The price of the waste levy must be true of the state of waste management and material resource 
values. There should be every measure in place to stop valuable materials from being landfilled, and 
this will only happen with a financially appropriate levy. Currently the solid waste levy for 
metropolitan area of Sydney is $141.20/tonne. How will the Tasmanian levy compare? 

Another issue is that the Tasmanian waste management sector will need support from the 
Tasmanian Government to get a head-start in order to develop new resource recovery facilities that 
could fill the current gaps in recycling and re-processing of materials and products. Several items 
that currently escape processing exist of high value. 

The construction and demolition industry is a major landfill contributor and should be encouraged to 
be reducing their impact through deconstruction of buildings where possible to remove salvageable 
timber, bricks, doors and windows for re-use. This is a currently under-utilised service that could 
generate a large number of jobs and encourage a circular economy, reducing pressures on virgin 
materials and creating an opportunity for lower cost building products on the market. 

Container Refund Scheme 
There is a lack of information on how the Tasmanian Government plan to roll out the Container 
Refund Scheme. More information is required before any review can be given.  

The main question is where are the drop off centres going to be? Who will run these centres and ow 
will the infrastructure be funded? What is the timeline for the CRS from now and 2022? How much 
money is the Government investing into the CRS? 

Waste Reduction and Resource Recovery 

Where is the information regarding how these aims and targets are going to be reached? The 
business as usual would see Tasmania decrease in recycling rates based upon the changes in 



international acceptance of Australian recyclables, so what is the government of Tasmania doing to 
combat this issue? 

Another option to dealing with resource recovery is to develop recycling and re-processing facilities 
in Tasmania to negate the current issues of international recycling systems. Tasmania could focus 
upon re-processing of common recyclable materials such as plastics, steel, aluminium, 
cardboard/paper and glass. These materials are all utilised in Tasmania and so the re-processed 
materials will have a market value. Has there been any review into this option at the Government 
level? With Commonwealth funding this could be possible. 

There is also no mention of capturing fugitive emissions from landfill and resource recovery 
operations across Tasmania? This should also be a priority using gas capture, organic waste 
processing facilities and a separate collection. Putting renewable energy technology on waste 
management facilities will also reduce GHGs.   

Supporting local industries will also facilitate a reduction in waste through reduced transport and 
energy impacts, less packaging through encouraging reduced packaging. For example local 
production of food can lead to less packaging as there is less risk of product damage. Local 
businesses are easier to hold to account for their actions and social license to operate a local 
business is important in Tasmania. The Tasmanian Government should be encouraging a Tasmanian 
economy for Tasmania rather than look to develop Tasmanian products for export around the world, 
which contributes to high GHGes. 

Data, Innovation Networks and Resource Recovery Targets 

Currently Tasmania’s waste management system has very low technology around data collection 
and monitoring of landfills and recycling systems. More accurate data is critical to knowing how best 
to implement a waste action plan. When will we have a standardised data collection system across 
the state and who is responsible for this? 

Infrastructure Planning 

So we won’t have any action until 2021 beyond a Tasmanian Waste and Resource Recovery 
Infrastructure Plan? Why doesn’t the Tasmanian Government support councils already executing 
infrastructure plans and facilitate their plans whilst also supporting a standard system across 
councils. 

I personally think that organic waste diversion is the easiest way to reduce waste to landfill from 
kerbside general waste and a large amount of commercial general waste, so supporting this is key. It 
also reduces landfill GHGes, generates income for council waste facilities through mulch and 
compost sales and creates additional employment. 

Introducing the waste levy will help confront the C&D industry, but making funds available to 
support deconstruction industries is a suitable way to assist transition for the C&D industry. 



In regards to the $100m Environment Restoration Fund, how will this money be accessible and who 
manages it? For example will large multi-national corporations be eligible to claim some of this 
money? Or will it be focused on clear infrastructure for the public good? 

I really support the idea of loan schemes for local business, councils and government to help divert 
waste and generate employment and income from waste. 

In regards to waste from energy I would like to see more information in regards to feasabillity in 
Tasmania and the mention of forestry residues. Currently our forestry industry is neither financially, 
environmentally or socially feasible, so developing an expensive waste to energy industry would also 
most likely be unsustainable if coupled with the forestry industry. The current gas capture systems in 
place in some landfills assist in reducing impacts of methane emissions. The diversion of organics 
from landfill into a composting or anaerobic digestion facility would also reduce landfill emissions.  I 
would like to see a feasibility study on any waste to energy systems operating in Tasmania. 

I really support sustainable procurement practises in Tasmania to reduce waste generation. 

Which policy or regulatory settings will help us achieve the targets in this Plan and help stimulate 
the resource recovery industry? 

Reviewing how Tasmania has implemented and managed the Product Stewardship Act 2011 would 
also be important as I believe that Tasmania has not reinforced the intentions of this legislation. 
Currently the amount of waste material generated from white goods, ITC products, electrical goods 
and recreational products show that both consumer and industry responsibility are an issue. Planned 
obsolescence of products is a huge issue in relation to manufactured goods, particularly at the lower 
end of the market is causing huge levels of waste to landfill as well as wasted resources as many of 
these products have no end of life cycle. E-waste industries have developed well to manage the ITC 
industry, however these systems also need to be improved in order to reuse over just recycling. 
Although this remains a global issue and one that may need to be tackled with Federal legislation, 
manufacturers must be held accountable to their products life cycle. All products should have long 
term functionality and serviceability as part of their development. 

For example white goods are mostly processed for scrap, however fridges and freezers are not being 
degassed and therefore release highly toxic gases into the atmosphere. These products by law 
should already be degassed before being scrapped. Will the Tasmanian Government better regulate 
these systems to ensure all councils and landfills are managing these issues? 

Do you have other comments on the Draft Waste Action Plan? 

I would like to see some aspirations of the Government in terms of looking at what our waste 
systems will look like in five, ten and twenty years. How much waste will be going to landfill by 2025, 
2030 and 2040. What will our resource recovery sector look like in Tasmania by 2025, 2030 and 
2040? Will these systems be carbon neutral or even carbon positive? Having a clear plan of the state 
and federal waste plan will encourage investment and ensure stability for businesses in the waste 
and resource recovery sector. 



100% reusable, recyclable or compostable by 2025 

The banning of certain plastic bags has seen the amount of plastic used for plastic bags triple, 
showing a failure in governance. In order to affect a reduction in plastic use we must implement 
actual bans that limit availability of plastic bags altogether. Seeing all shops phase out plastic bags 
and introduce paper bags and cardboard boxes could connect into the recycling and re-processing of 
paper and cardboard, assisting in the closed loop economy. This could also partner with education 
and community support in reduce and reuse initiatives. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

Over arching comment regarding the action plan 

The Draft Waste Action Plan is frustratingly incomplete and contradictory, containing 
a number of ground breaking commitments e.g. waste reduction and diversion 
targets, a container refund scheme and a statewide landfill levy while also missing 
many of the elements fundamental to an effective plan e.g. lacking over-all goals 
and objectives, failing to address roles and responsibilities, postponing decisions on 
governance structures, not making any specific commitments on infrastructure and 
omitting many policy and legislative reforms that industry and the community are 
demanding. 

Given there are a number of specific strategies and plans proposed to be done in the 
next few years, the TCT recommends that it would be beneficial to revise the waste 
action plan when those supplementary plans and strategies are completed to create 
a comprehensive, coherent and effective action plan for waste management.  We 
would prefer for those plans and strategies to be brought forward to the end of 2020 
with a deadline of early 2021 for the completion of a revised waste action plan. 

Provide a clearer picture of Tasmania’s waste management performance and 
challenges 

The Draft Waste Action Plan should have included an introductory chapter providing 
an overview of the major types of wastes generated in Tasmania, identify the major 
problem wastes, a comparison of the diversion rates of the three major sectors and 
how these compare with other states. This information is readily available (see 
references in the next section) and should help set the priorities of the action plan. This 
would have set the back ground for establishing the priorities. 
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Critical need to address industrial waste 

In October 2013 consultants Blue Environment were commissioned by the Tasmanian 
Waste Management Advisory Committee to investigate current waste management 
practices and explore opportunities and barriers for more effective management of 
five priority waste streams. 

It is notable that the report found that of all industrial waste ‘Tasmania’s recovery rate 
is significantly lower than other states’. In the report industrial waste refers to 
construction and demolition and commercial and industrial wastes. Over 345,000 
tonnes of industrial waste was generated in Tasmania in 2010-11, of which 73% went to 
landfill. Most states achieved a diversion rate more than twice as large. The report 
found ‘The recovery rate for construction and demolition waste is reportedly 
negligible’ (page 13). 

The March 2017 report to Local Government Association of Tasmania ‘LGAT Waste 
and Resource Management Strategy’ by MRA Consulting Group found that in 2012-13 
the overall diversion rate from landfill in Tasmania was 37%, half the rate of ACT, 
Victoria, New south Wales and South Australia. Diversion of construction and 
demolition waste was 9%, commercial and industrial waste 40% and municipal solid 
waste 39%. Critically the report found that the ‘The difference in diversion rates is most 
significant from industrial sources, i.e. commercial and industrial and construction and 
demolition’ (page 5). The report provided a series of recommendations for addressing 
this deficiency that should have been adopted in the Draft Waste Action Plan. At the 
least, the relative failure of diversion in industrial sectors should have been 
acknowledged in the Draft Waste Action Plan as requiring special attention. 

We note that the Draft Waste Action Plan states that ‘The Tasmanian diversion rate in 
2016-17 was 49% compared to the national average of 58%’, referencing this figure to 
the National Waste Report for 2018. We find it difficult to believe the diversion rate in 
Tasmania increased from 37% to 49% in a matter of four years and perhaps the 
difference is due to different methodologies. If however, there has been a rapid 
increase in diversion it should be prominently identified and explained in the final 
action plan. 

Lack of goals and objectives 

The Draft Waste Action Plan lacks clearly articulated goals and objectives. While there 
are targets for waste reduction and diversion from landfill each chapter and actions 
should contain goals and objectives.  

Goals should include employment in the waste management sector, carbon 
emissions reduction, protection of the environment and human health, as well as 
waste reduction and recovery. 

It is a major omission to not include protection of the environment and human health 
as clear goals of the action plan. We note that the 2017 MRA consulting Group’s 
report to LGAT dedicated an entire chapter to protection of the environment and 
human health and the final waste action plan should do likewise.  

Inconsistency in referring to reducing and recycling 

Throughout the Draft Waste Action Plan there are references to avoiding or reducing 
waste being a priority over recycling but this is inconsistent. There are many instances 
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where recycling is referred to alone. There should be a consistent reference to the 
waste management hierarchy in the final action plan. 

Response to the recycling crisis in southern Tasmania 

We note the Draft Waste Action Plan was released just at the time that SKM Recycling 
was put into administration, leading to some recyclables that were being collected 
from southern Tasmania being stockpiled at SKM’s facility at Derwent Park. SKM was 
shut down by the Victorian EPA due mainly to its inability to profitably recycle some 
materials leading to stockpiling in excess of regulatory limits. It has now come to light 
that for at least the first half of 2019 all plastics and possibly other materials collected 
from southern Tasmania and sent to SKM’s facilities in Victoria were being stockpiled 
and have now been sent to landfill. 

The final waste action plan should include an explanation for this critical break down 
in recycling services and offer some suggestions for how it is to be avoided in the 
future. The failure of SKM Recycling demonstrates the need for regular monitoring and 
reporting of recycling companies, critically to inform councils and rate-payers 
whether the materials they put into their recycling bins are being recycled. 

No review of the previous strategy 

We note that there was no review undertaken of the previous Waste Management 
Strategy for Tasmania 2009 and this is a missed opportunity to learn from the strengths 
and weaknesses of this strategy. 

SPECIFIC COMENTS ON THE DRAFT WASTE ACTION PLAN 

The Draft Waste Action Plan and the circular economy 

The Draft Waste Action Plan purports to be a plan for starting the transition toward a 
circular economy but it does not provide a clear explanation of even the most 
fundamental elements of a circular economy. Section 1 refers to the ‘ReSOLVE’ 
model but this is only one model and some of the key terms used are not defined e.g. 
virtualise and exchange. Very brief definitions are provided for other key elements. 

In opting for the more recent terminology, ‘Circular Economy’, some of the key waste 
management principles that are embodied in the circular economy model have 
been omitted. The 2009 Tasmanian Waste and Resource Management Strategy 
explained the key principles very well and these definitions should be incorporated 
into the final waste action plan i.e. 

- Waste management hierarchy
- Environmental stewardship
- Precautionary principle
- Life-cycle principle
- User pays and polluter pays

Statewide waste levy 

The Draft Waste Action Plan includes a commitment to the introduction of a statewide 
levy on each tonne of waste sent to landfill by 2021 and that it should replace existing 
council levies. This is strongly supported. The absence of a waste levy has been the 
biggest impediment to progressing waste management in Tasmania. 
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We note that the action plan commits to wide public consultation on the design and 
level of the levy. This is strongly supported. However the TCT recommends that the final 
action plan should commit to a minimum starting level for the levy (see below). If a 
waste levy is too low it will not be a disincentive to land filling of waste and funds 
raised will largely be used for administration.  

It is important that the funds raised by the levy are not frittered away but are 
redirected by an independent group of experts to projects and businesses to assist 
with waste reduction, reuse and recycling.  

The impact of the levy as a cost signal is briefly mentioned but it is not properly 
explained. A full explanation along with any empirical evidence from other states 
should be included in the final action plan. The 2017 MRA Consulting Group report 
can be used as a guide in respect to this point. Helping to educate the broader 
community on this vital economic principle is important as the government proceeds 
with consultation on the design and level of the levy. 

We suggest that the landfill levy be initially set at $40 per tonne (which is less than half 
of the levies in pace in mainland states) and then have it incrementally increase each 
year to a level equivalent to mainland states. The final plan should commit to a 
starting level for the levy. 

In addition to progressing with a landfill levy, it is critical that the state government 
ensures that all existing landfill facilities charge gate fees that fully funds the landfill site 
for its entire life including capping and monitoring.  

We note that there are no other financial incentives or sanctions considered (other 
than a vague reference to a possible loan scheme) and this should be rectified by the 
final action plan including a commitment to continue to investigate additional 
measures. 

The final action plan should be amended to clarify that Rethink Waste Tasmania has in 
recent years only operated in the north of Tasmania in part because of the absence 
of a regional waste management organization in the south. 

Container refund scheme 

The state government has committed to the introduction of a Container Reuse 
Scheme by 2022 and the TCT commends the government for this. While we accept 
the need for at least two years to develop such a scheme, the government should 
also commit to timeframe for release of draft CRS legislation and for tabling a final bill 
in Parliament. 

While the objectives of a CRS are admirable i.e. to reduce litter and generate streams 
of recyclables, it should be acknowledged that a CRS by its self will not necessarily 
increase recycling rates. It is vital that the government commits in the final action plan 
(via the waste levy or other means) to invest into Tasmanian-based recycling industries 
so we recycle containers returned through the CRS here in Tasmania. 

Waste reduction and resource recovery targets 

The Draft Waste Action Plan commits to a range of targets for waste reduction and 
recovery and this commitment to the need for targets is strongly supported. The lack 
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of targets has been long identified as a key reason for Tasmania falling behind other 
states in landfill diversion and resource recovery rates. 

The key commitment is to achieve a 40% average recovery rate from all waste 
streams by 2025 and 80% by 2030. The final strategy should commit to annual targets 
to ensure that we don’t get 5 to 6 years down the track and find we have missed the 
first target by a long way. A range of sanctions and incentives need to be applied to 
ensure that industries and landfill facilities that do not reach the targets get back on 
target. 

As stated previously in this submission the MRA Consulting Group’s 2017 submission to 
LGAT found that in 2012-13 in Tasmania 40% of commercial and industrial waste and 
39% of municipal solid waste was being diverted from landfill in 2016-17. Setting a 
target of reaching 40% from these waste sectors by 2025 will be ineffective as they 
have been reached or are very close to being reached. The final action plan should 
set a target for the major waste sectors that helps to progress diversion, with 
construction and demolition perhaps being less than 40%, commercial and industrial 
waste being 50-60% and municipal solid waste being 50-60%. 

The target to reduce waste generated in Tasmania by 5% per person by 2015 and 10% 
by 2030 is very unambitious and should be greatly increased. We suggest that they be 
at least doubled. There should also be a target to cap the total amount of waste 
produced by Tasmania by waste sector. 

The final action plan should acknowledge the link between carbon emissions and 
waste and that this industry is obligated to help to reduce carbon emissions. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan states that diversion of construction and demolition waste 
is ‘significantly lower’ than other states. As stated previously in this submission the MRA 
Consulting Group’s 2017 submission to LGAT found that construction and demolition 
waste diversion was only 9% in Tasmania in 2012-13. This is massively below most other 
states and territories. South Australia has a diversion rate of close to 90%, ACT 80%, 
Victoria 77% and NSW 69%. This comparison should be emphasised in the final plan by 
inclusion of a stand-alone chapter on construction and demolition waste. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan commits to reduction in organic waste going to landfill 
but it should commit to reduction in the production of organic waste as well. We note 
that the National Food Waste Strategy aims to halve Australia’s food waste by 2030 
and this should be the goal for Tasmania. 

The packaging target should be amended to prioritise waste avoidance and 
reduction ahead of recycling as per the waste management hierarchy. There should 
also be an absolute target i.e. capping the total quantity of packaging waste to be 
produced. 

We note the absence of a target in relation to phasing out of problematic and 
unnecessary plastics. A measurable target should be set for Tasmania. 

1. Moving to a circular economy: Government Priorities and Key Sectors

Note the comments above regarding the lack of a clear explanation of the circular 
economy concept and the key waste management principles. 
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The government priorities for reducing waste generation are very vague and include 
actions that are not clear and implementable. It is unclear who is responsible for 
initiating and coordinating the actions and this should be clarified in the final action 
plan. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan states that ‘Regeneration is partly about the shift to 
renewables’ but then refers only to renewable energy. The final action plan should 
suggest other potential strategies and actions. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan falsely equates power with electricity and this is very 
misleading. It should refer separately to electricity generation and other forms of 
power or energy including transport fuels such as petrol and diesel. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan states that ‘there is more work to do in the areas of 
Sharing (reuse)’ ‘Optimising’ and ‘Looping’ but makes no suggestions for potential 
strategies and actions. This should be rectified in the final strategy. 

2. Governance

Establishing roles and responsibilities is perhaps the key component of any plan, but 
Draft Waste Action Plan fails to do this. The Draft Waste Action Plan suggests that local 
government alone with be consulted regarding possible governance models but it is 
false to assume that local government should play such a leading role. Local 
government will naturally recommend a leading role for local government. The key 
players who must be included are the waste management industry, waste producers 
and the broader community. These sectors should be given equal opportunities in 
future consultation over possible governance approaches. 

Implementation of the final action plan will require a body that provides coordination, 
planning, support and data to ensure the plan is being implemented, is kept up to 
date and brings together key stakeholders and assists them. This is especially 
important as the draft plan recommends numerous other specific plans and strategies 
that must be coordinated with the main plan. 

The Waste Management Council, which was dissolved by the previous minister, was 
supposed to perform these functions but seemed to fail in this regard. The next 
strategy needs to recommend a coordinating body that has sufficient powers and 
capacity to drive the strategy implementation. The lessons of the past need to be 
learnt but it is unclear why the WMC apparently performed so badly and what needs 
to be done differently. 

3. Data, Innovation Networks and Resource Recovery Targets

The actions in this section relating to data management and innovation are very 
vague and lack specific actions. It is unclear what an innovation and research 
network is and key concepts such as this need to be properly defined. The actions 
need to include timeframes, who is responsible and what the actions aim to achieve. 

Statements such as ‘innovative approaches’ ‘arise naturally’ are unacceptable as it 
implies that nothing needs to be done to advance innovation. 
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4. Infrastructure Planning

This section merely proposes that an infrastructure plan be prepared. After two years 
of discussion with the waste management industry the Draft Waste Action Plan should 
at least outline the framework for the type of infrastructure required by the waste 
management industry. The Draft Waste Action Plan doesn’t even identify who 
prepares the infrastructure plan. 

We note the very sensible recommendations regarding infrastructure made in the 
2017 MRA Consulting Group’s report to LGAT and recommend that these be 
incorporated in to the final waste action plan. 

5. Support Resource Recovery across Industry

Each action identified in this section is quite positive but they are far too vague and 
hypothetical to make informed comments. Each action starts with words such as 
‘develop’, ‘establish’, ‘support’, ‘investigate’ or ‘boost’ without stating who will do this 
work, whether the resource are available, what they aim to achieve and when the 
actions are to be delivered. It is disappointing that two critical areas, organic waste 
management and market development will be addressed through further studies and 
strategies. 

Government procurement policies are a critical way to increase demand for reused 
or recycled products and the proposed action should be more specific in terms of 
what different levels of government are willing to commit to. 

6. Education and Community Engagement

There is an unstated assumption that councils and regional waste groups are the most 
appropriate organizations to be undertaking waste education and community 
engagement. Councils have quite inconsistent approaches to information provided 
to the community and this function would be best left to a statewide organisation or 
regional groups, noting that the south currently doesn’t have a regional waste 
management group. 

There is no mention of the benefit of education as a means of avoiding and reducing 
the production of waste and reducing the cost of living. In particular, encouraging 
people to buy goods such as clothes that are longer lasting and to reduce food 
wastage save them money while reducing waste. 

7. State and National Policy and Regulatory settings

The final action plan needs to acknowledge the proposed changes to the Tasmania’s 
Environment Management and Pollution Control Act to improve management of 
clean fill. This proposed change to EMPCA aims in part to increase the reuse and 
recycling of construction and demolition waste and should be identified as a key 
action being proposed to improve this most under-performing waste sector. 

The Draft Waste Action Plan does not raise the possibility of banning certain single use 
takeaway packaging which is currently being introduced by Hobart City Council. 
This proposal should be acknowledged in the final action plan. Further, it should 
commit to actions to support the roll-out of bioplastics such as collection and 
composting infrastructure.  There also needs to be research into the safety of 
composted bioplastics being used to grow edible foods as this is apparently unknown. 
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The Draft Waste Action Plan does not raise the possibility of banning certain materials 
being sent to landfill, which is disappointing as some waste types are currently 
banned e.g. whole car tyres. Consideration should be given to banning e-waste 
going to landfill to reduce the environmental and human health hazard. The Victorian 
government will soon introduce such an e-waste ban. Shredded tyres should also be 
banned from landfill which will further assist in recovery of used tyres and act as an 
alternative to a levy. 

Stopping certain materials being sent to landfill can extend the life of landfill sites as 
well as encouraging recycling. 

Tasmania needs a controlled waste monitoring and reporting system to ensure the 
higher risk wastes streams are being appropriately stored, collected and treated or 
disposed. 

Tasmania lacks a clear policy on the sighing, design and operation of energy from 
waste facilities and the state government should prioritise making a policy or 
guidelines. 

Tasmania currently misses out on the potential of waste stewardship programs, with 
the program for paint not yet being rolled out in Tasmania and television and 
computer programs lacking state government support. The state government needs 
to show more leadership in this area by helping councils to fund existing programs 
and advocating for programs active on the mainland to be extended to Tasmania. 

Yours sincerely, 

Peter McGlone 
Director 
peter@tct.org.au 

mailto:peter@tct.org.au
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Peloton Corporate welcomes the Government’s initiative to develop a comprehensive waste management strategy 
and action plan, and the local government sector’s support.  

This submission reflects our experience in providing advisory services to clients involved in the waste supply chain 
and project developers in Tasmania and interstate. Our specific experience includes scoping and feasibility studies, 
asset valuations, landfill airspace and gate pricing analysis, and other modelling exercises related to projects and 
assets such as bioenergy and waste-to-energy facilities, waste collection and transfer stations, and landfill 
operations. 

We also have extensive experience in the energy sector, which is closely related to many of the opportunities for 
extension of the waste management sector. 

The final Waste Action Plan should be based around the following key issues: 

• many of the technological solutions — including waste-to-energy and bioenergy (particularly anaerobic 
digestion) — are mature and underpin private capital flows. For instance, there are at least four waste-to-
energy projects being developed in Australia that involve up to $1.5 billion in private capital; 

• price signals are critical to drive business models based on these mature technologies, as well as behavioural
changes to bring Tasmania into line with interstate benchmarks (e.g. recovery rates); and

• a challenge faced by Tasmania is that the lack of scale economies in waste volumes and an excessive number
of sub-scale facilities (such as small landfill sites operated by most councils) undermines efficient waste
management and processing, as well as the viability of technological solutions.

These issues are inter-related. For instance, the price signals that would evolve from a new waste levy must be 
sufficient to overcome the lack of economies of scale. 

While the draft Waste Action Plan recognises the importance of price signals, it tends to focus on driving innovative 
solutions, instead of building from the foundation of mature technologies and business models, and proven 
mechanisms, to address the scale barriers prevalent in Tasmania. A more robust base, with a better-defined waste 
market, presents incremental opportunities for innovation in areas such as recycling and re-use of plastics. 

A new Statewide waste levy could be determined by a detailed study of the minimum waste levy required to deliver 
the strategy’s objectives in a commercial framework, including: 

• the feasibility of combustion-based waste to energy and/or anaerobic digestion facilities; and 
• the avoided long-run costs of landfill.

Given our analytical experience in both of these areas, Peloton would be pleased to support any work undertaken to 
further develop the waste levy arrangements. 
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Our experience in interstate markets indicates that a waste levy of $60/tonne is the minimum required to drive 
behavioural change and underpin new waste-to-energy projects, while a higher levy may be required in the medium-
term to overcome Tasmania’s scale barriers. 
 
For instance, data analysis could suggest that a larger pool of funds will be necessary to facilitate transportation of 
smaller volumes of waste over larger distances, compared to interstate operations where 60km might be considered 
an efficient trucking distance with full loads. 
 
However, to alleviate short-term impacts, and recognise that it will take a number of years for the key projects and 
approaches to be delivered, the Government could initially set the waste levy at a relatively modest level (say 
$30/tonne) with a clear (and legislated) path to its intended level over five years. 
 
Importantly, for the community to have confidence that the levy is not simply a revenue-raising measure, it must be 
transparently linked to performance-based indicators including progress towards the identified waste management 
targets. 
 
Direct government support in the form of feasibility funding or capital grants could be funded from the waste levy. 
However, hypothecating this revenue to ongoing spending activities would not be appropriate, particularly as a 
successful landfill-based waste levy will have the effect of diminishing revenue over time as waste is diverted from 
landfill.  
 
The State Government must take a central role in driving change and overcoming the scale barriers as many of the 29 
councils do not have the management capacity, funding or incentives to drive significant reforms, notwithstanding 
the best intentions of the Local Government Association of Tasmania. Accordingly, the waste strategy should be led 
by Infrastructure Tasmania, rather than the local government sector. 
 
The Tasmanian Waste and Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan (to be developed by 2021) must recognise the 
contribution of the waste sector to greenhouse gas emissions, particularly the disproportionate contribution of 
fugitive methane emissions to climate change. Given this, energy-based solutions — working from mature 
technologies — should be favoured over projects such as landfill extension and composting organic or putrescible 
waste that would continue to release methane. 
 
Peloton considers that the infrastructure priorities for further consideration, with detailed business cases as 
appropriate, should be: 
 

• consolidation of landfill operations — including closure of many local facilities — serviced by larger-scale 
transfer stations; 

• detailed studies to consider the feasibility (and any funding gaps) of at least one new waste-to-energy 
facility (100,000 tonnes per annum of inert waste diverted from landfill is likely to be the minimum 
requirement, with a capital cost of $80m to $100m funded by the private sector); 

• support for the proposed Valley Central Bioenergy Hub, which is currently focusing on an anaerobic 
digestion facility; and 

• a southern anaerobic digestion facility.  
 
Business models for the energy-based projects would likely involve a combination of power, heat and (as relevant) 
biogas production. 
 
Development of these projects is likely to be necessary to achieve the targeted reductions in landfill volumes (25% by 
2025 and 50% by 2030). Unless the Government actively facilitates these projects, with funding support as noted 
above, the targets are likely to be unrealistically ambitious in the absence of technology solutions that can achieve 
the step changes required. 
 
Further, the government coordination must ensure that projects do not compete for the more significant waste 
streams. If necessary, Government should run a competitive process through Infrastructure Tasmania, based on 
transparent cost-benefit studies (including the social cost of carbon emissions) and commercial analysis, to deliver 
the most attractive projects. 
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In addition to its coordination and facilitation roles, the infrastructure strategy should be the basis for strong 
government regulation (through the planning system) to limit the development or expansion of landfill facilities and 
ensure that all facilities are designed to capture fugitive gas. If expanded facilities, new landfill cells etc, are deemed 
too small to justify capturing these gases, it is probably an indicator that the facility itself is too small and should be 
closed in favour or larger regional transfer stations and landfill facilities. 
 
As part of the Organic Waste and Resource Recovery Strategy (due by the end of 2020), a cost-benefit study should 
be undertaken on whether Food Organics and Garden Organics (FOGO) services should be mandatory, at least in 
urban and semi-urban areas. Currently, there are unintended incentives on councils, and a lack of price signals, that 
undermine statewide FOGO collections. More comprehensive FOGO collection services would divert material waste 
volumes from landfill, while also consolidating feedstocks for waste-to-energy and/or anaerobic digestion facilities. 
 
Peloton’s team undertook detailed analysis for the Valley Central Bioenergy Hub that identified opportunities for 
other putrescible waste streams to complement the increased and consolidated FOGO volumes, including: 
 

• timber processing residues; 
• waste-water treatment sludge; 
• agriculture and byproducts, such as processed vegetable and meat rendering waste; 
• aquaculture; 
• dairy processing; and 
• brewing and winemaking. 

 
We note that, in some cases, these waste streams have an existing commercial value that affects the economic case 
for use in energy-based projects. 
 
Waste-water treatment sludge, in particular, has high calorific values and is suitable for anaerobic digestion. 
However, TasWater’s waste is spread around several assets, and in some cases, small volumes are produced. 
Nevertheless, there may be opportunities to co-locate anaerobic digestion facilities with major TasWater waste-
water treatment plants, which is similar to interstate approaches, and/or incremental investment may be required in 
infrastructure and the supply chain to facilitate the transfer of sludge. This process may also contribute to TasWater’s 
efforts to address ongoing asset management and environmental issues, as well as long-term inundation risks with 
the effect of climate change on storm activity and sea levels. 
 
This infrastructure plan must also address the collection and transport implications of reconfiguring the waste 
management infrastructure, including the efficiency of transport operations (both distances travelled and operating 
scale), opportunities for consolidation, and alternative fuels including electrification and/or biogas conversion of truck 
fleets. Some government funding, such as capital grants for fleet trials or replacement, may be required to achieve 
these goals. 
 
In many ways, recycling is a distinct supply chain to the other forms of waste (commercial & industrial, construction & 
demolition, municipal solid waste, hard waste and putrescible). Recent events, including the collapse of SKM 
Recycling and allegations of wage theft by Polytrade, highlight the importance of establishing robust and sustainable 
value chains based around domestic industries. 
 
Unless a viable case can be established for smaller-scale or pilot recycling plants (such as new plastics technologies), 
Tasmania’s scale barriers suggest that recycling should be focused on efficiently shipping recyclable waste interstate, 
with aggregated contracts providing opportunities to improve economies of scale and scope (subject to any 
necessary joint selling approvals under the Competition and Consumer Act). 
 
This is likely to be more beneficial that a Container Deposit Scheme, which could result in marginal increases in 
recovery rates, but at a material economic cost (including transport and storage) without encouraging the 
development of locally-based recycling facilities given inadequate volumes. 
 
Once again, Peloton congratulates the Government for its initiative in addressing the State’s waste management 
challenges, as well as the local government sector’s engagement.  
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Please contact me on  or @peloton.group if any clarification is required or any stakeholder 
consultations are planned. 
 
 
Your faithfully 

 
 
Phil Bayley 
Head of Economics 
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